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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

40 CFR Part 300 

[FRL~373G-8] 

RIN 2050 AB73 

Hazard Ranking System 

AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency. 
ACTION: Final rule. 

SUMMARY: The Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) rs adopting revisions to 
the Hazard Ranking System (HRS), the 
principal mechanism for'placing sites on 
the National Priorities List (NPL). The 
revisions change the way EPA evaluates 
potential threats to human health and 
the environment from hazardous waste 
sites and make the HRS more accurate 
in assessing relative potential risk. 
These revisions comply with other 
statutory requirements in the Superfund 
Amendments and Reauthorization Act 
of 1986 (SARA). 
DATES: Effective date March 14, 1991. As 
discussed in Section lli H of this 
preamble, comments are invited on the 
addition of specific benchmarks in the 
air and soil exposure pathways until 
January 14, 1991. 
ADDRESSES: Documents related to this 
rulemaking are available at and 
comments on the specific benchmarks in 
the air and soil exposure pathways may 
be mailed to the CERCLA Docket Office, 
OS-245, U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, Waterside Mall, 401 M Street, 
SW. Washington, DC 20460, phone 202-
382-3046. Please send four copie~r of 
comments. The docket is available for 
viewing by appointment only from 9:00 
am to 4:00pm, Monday through Friday, 
excluding Federal holidays. The docket 
number is 105NCP-HRS. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Steve Caldwell or Agnes Ortiz, 
Hazardous Site Evaluation Division, 
Office of Emergency and Remedial 
Response. OS-230, U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, 401 M Street. SW, 
Washington. DC 20460, or the Superfund 
Hotline at 800-424-9346 (in the 
Washington, DC area, 202-382-3000). 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
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I. Background 
In 1980, Congress enacted the 

Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and Liability 
Act (CERCLA) {42 U.S.C. 9601 et seq.), 
commonly called the Superfund, in 
response to the dangers posed by 
uncontrolled releases of. hazardous 
substances. contaminants, and 
pollutants. To implement section 
105{8){A) of CERCLA and Executive 
Order 12316 (46 FR 42237, August 20, 
1981), the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) revised the National Oil 
and Hazardous Substances Pollution 
Contingency Plan (NCP). 40 CFR part 
300, on July 16, 1982 (47 FR 31180), with 
later revisions on September 16. 1985 {50 
FR 37624), November 20, 1985 (50 FR 
47912), and March a. 1990 (55 FR.8666). 
The NCP sets forth guidelines and 
procedures for responding to releases or 
potential release of hazardous 
substances. pollutants. or contaminants. 

Section 105(8){A) of CERCLA (now 
section 105{a){8){A)) requires EPA to 
establish: 

Criteria for determining priorities among 
releases or threatened releases [of hazardous 
s.ubstances] throughout the United States for 
the purpose of taking remedial action and, to 
the extent practicable taking into account the 
potential urgency of such action. for the 
purpose of taking removal action. Criteria 
and priorities • • • shall be based upon the 
relative risk or danger to public health or 
welfare or the environment ' • • taking into 
account to the extent possibfe the population 
at risk, the hazard potential of the hazardous 
substances at such facilities, the potential for 
contamination of drinking water supplies, the 
potential for direct human contact, [and] the 
potential for destruction of sensitive 
ecosystems • • •. 

To meet this requirement and help set 
priorities, EPA adopted the Hazard 
Ranking System (HRS) as appendix A to 
the NCP (47 FR 31180, July 16, 1982). The 
HRS is a scoring system used to assess 
the relative threat associated with -
actual or potential releases of hazardous 

substances at sites. The HRS is the 
primary way of determining whether a 
site is to be included on the National 
Priorities List (NPL), the Agency's list of 
sites that are priorities for long-term 
evaluation and remedial response, and 
is a crucial part of the Agency's program 
to address the identification of actual 
and potential releases. (Each State can 
nominate one site to the NPL as a State 
top priority regardless of its HRS score; 
sites may also be added in response to a 
health advisory from the Agency for 
Toxic Substances and Disease Registry 
(see NCP, 40 CFR 300.42S(c){3)).) Under 
the original HRS. a score was 
determined for a site by evaluating three 
migration pathways--ground water, 
surface water. and air. Direct contact 
and fire and explosion threats were also 
evaluated to determine the need for 
emergency actions, but did not enter 
into the decision on whether to place a 
site on the NPL. 

In 1986, Congress enacted the 
Superfund Amendments and 
Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA) 
(Pub. L. 99-499), which added section 
10S(c){1) to CERCLA, requiring EPA to 
amend the HRS to assure "to the 
maximum extent feasible,.that the 
hazard ranking system accurately 
assesses the relative degree of risk to 
human health and the environment 
posed by sites and facilities subject to 
review." Congress, in its Conference 
Report on SARA, stated the substantive 
standard against which HRS revisions 
could be assessed: 

This standard is to be applied within the 
context of the purpose for the National 
Priorities List; i.e., identifying for the States 
and the public those facilities and sites which 
appear to warrant remedial a·ctions. • • • 
This standard does not. however, require the 
Hazard Ranking System to be equivalent to 
detailed risk assessments, quantitative or 
qualitative, such. as might be performed as 
part of re!I!edial actions. The standard 
requires the Hazard Ranking System to rank 
sites as accurately as the Agency believes is 
feasible using information from preliminary 
assessments and site inspections • • • 
Meeting this standard does not require lang
term monitoring or an accurate determination 
of the full nature and extent of contamination 
at sites or the projected levels of exposure 
such as might be done during remedial 
investigations and feasibility studies. This 
provision is intended to ensure that the 
Hazard Ranking System performs with a 
degree of accuracy appropriate to its role in 
expeditiously identifying candidates for 
response actions. (H.R. Rep. No. 962, 99th 
Cong., 2nd Sess. at 199-200 [1986]] 

Section 105{c)(2) further specifies that 
the HRS appropriately assess the ·human 
health risks associated with actual or 
potential contamination of surface 
waters used for recreation or drinking 
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water and· that this assessment should 
take into account the potential migration 
of any hazardous substance through 
surfac·e water to downstream sources of 
drinking water. 

SARA added two criteria for 
evaluating sites under section 
105(a){8}(A): Actual or potential 
contamination of the ambient air and 
threats through the human food chain: In 
addition; CERCLA section 118, added by 
SARA. requires EPA to give a high 
priority to facilities where the release of 
hazardous substances has resulted in 
the closing of drinking water wells or 
has contaminated a principal drinking 
water supply. Finally, CERCLA section 
125, added by SARA, requires revisions 
to the HRS to address facilities that 
contain substantial volumes of wastes 
specified in section 3001(b)(3)(A)(i) of 
the Solid Waste Disposal Act, 
commonly referred to as the Resource 
ConserVation and Recovery Act 
(RCRA). These wastes include fly ash 
wastes, bottom ash wastes, slag wastes, 
and flue gas emission control wastes 
generated primarily from the 
combustion of coal or other fossil fuels. 
Specifically, section 125 requires EPA to 
revise the HRS to assure the appropriate 
consideration of each of the following 
site-specific characte::istics of such 
facilities: _ 

• The quantity, toxicity, and 
concentrations of hazardous 
constituents that are present in such 
waste and a comparison with other 
wastes; 

• The extent of, and potential for, 
release of such hazardous constituents 
into the environment; and 

• The degree of risk to human health 
and the environment posed by such 
constituents. 

EPA published an advance notice of 
proposed rulemaking (ANPRM} on April 
9, 1987 (52 FR 11513), announcing its 
intention to revise the HRS and -
requesting comments on a number of 
issues. After a comprehensive review of 
the original HRS, including 
consideration cf alternative models and 
~cience Advisory Board review, EPA 
published a notice of proposed 
rulemaking (NPRM) fer HRS revisions 
on December 23, 1988 (53 FR 51962). The 
f\,iPR."\1 contains a detailed preamble, 
which should be consulted for a more 
extensive discussion of CERCI..'\, SARA, 
the HRS, and the proposed changes to 
the HRS. 

Today, EPA is publishing the revised 
HRS. which will supersede the HRS 
previously in effect as appendix A to the 
NCP. CERCLA section W5(c)(t} states 
that the revised HRS shall. be applied to 
any site newly listed on the.NPL after its 
effective date; as specified in section 

105(c)(3), sites scored with the original 
HRS prior to that effective date need not 
be reevaluated. 

The HRS is a scoring system based on 
factors grouped into three factor 
categories. The factor categories are 
multiplied and then normalized to 100 
points to obtain a pathway score (e.g., 
the ground water migration pathway 
score). The final HRS score is obtained 
by combining the pathway scores using 
a root-mean-square method. The 
proposed HRS revised every factor to 
some extent. A few factors were 
replaced, and several new factors were 
added. The major proposed changes 
included: 

(1) Consideration of potential as well 
as actual releases to air. 

(2) Addition of mobility factors; 
(3) Addition of dilution and distance 

weightings for the water migration 
pathways and modification of distance 
weighting in the air migration pathway; 

(4) Revisions to the toxicity factor. 
(5) Additions to the list of coyered 

sensitive environments; 
(6) Addition of human food chain and 

recreation threats to the surface water 
migration pathway; 

(7) Revision of the hazardous waste 
quantity factor to allow a tiered 
approach; 

(8) Addition of health-based 
benchmarks for evaluating population 
factors and ecological-based 
benchmarks for evaluating sensitive 
emironments;-

(9) Addition of factors for evaluating 
the maximally exposed individual; and 

(10) Inclusion of a new onsite 
exposure pathway. 

EPA conducted a field test of the 
proposed HRS to assess the feasibility 
of implementing the proposed HRS 
factors, to determine resources required 
for specific tasks, to assess the 
availability of information needed for 
evaluation of sites, and to identify 
difficulties with the use of the proposed 

. revisions. To meet the objectives, site 
inspections were performed at 29 sites 
nationwide. The ·sites were selected 
either because work was already 
planned at the site or because the sites 
had specific features EPA wanted to test 
using the proposed revisions to the HRS. 
The major results of the field test wel.'e 
summarized on September 14, 1989 (54 
FR 37949), -when the field test report was 
made available for public review and 
comm,ent. 

II. Overview of the Final Rule 

The rule being promulgated today 
incorporates substantial changes to 
revisions proposed in December 1988. 
EPA has changed the rule for three 
reasons: (1) To respond to the general 

comment submitted by many 
commenters that the factor categories 
and pathways need to be con&istent 
with each other; (2} to respond to 
specific recommendations made by 
commenters; and (3) to respond to 
problems identified during the field test 
and discussed in the field test report. 
Major changes affecting multiple 
pathways include: 

• Multiplication ofhazar!Wus waste 
quantity factor, toxicity, and other 
waste characteristics factors; 

• Uncapping of population factors 
(i.e., no limit is placed on maximum 
value); 

• Revised criteria for establ:shing an 
observed release; 

• Capping of potential tQ release at a 
value less than observed release; 

• Revision of the toxicity evaluation 
to select carcinogenic and non-cancer 
chronic values in preference to acute 
toxicity values: 

• Elimination of Level III 
concentrations and extension of 
weighting based on levels of exposure to 
nearest individual (well/intake; formerly 
maximally exposed individual) factors; 

• Modification of the weights 
assigned to Levell and Level II 
concentrations; 

• Revisions to the benchmarks used 
and methods for determining 
exceedance of benchmarks; 

• Use of ranges to assign values for 
potentially exposed populations; 

• Inclusion of factors assessing 
exposures of the nearest individual in 

·all pathways; 
• Revisions to distance and dilution 

· weights-in all pathways except ground 
water migration; · . 

• Replacement of the use factors with 
less heavily weighted resources factors; 

• Evaluation of wetlands based on 
size or surface water frontage; and 

• Specific instructions for the 
evaluation of radionuclides at 
radioactive waste sites and sites with 
radioactive and other hazardous 
substances wastes. 

The major changes in the ground 
water migration pathway include: 

• Replacement of depth to aquifer/ 
hydraulic conductivity and sorptive 
capacity factors with travel time and 

. depth to aquifer factors; and 
• Revision of the mobility factor, 

including consideration of distribution 
coefficients. 

In the surface water migration 
pathways, the major changes include: 

• Elimination of the separate 
recreational use threat; 

• Additjon of a ground water to 
surface water component; 
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• Incorporation of bioaccUm.ulation 
into the waste characteristics factor 
category rather than the targets factor 
category for the human food chain · 
threat; 

• Revision to allow use of additional 
tissue samples in establishing Level I 
concentrations for the human food chain 
threat; and 

• Addition of ecosystem 
bioaccumulation potential factor for 
sensitive environments. 

The major changes in the soil 
exposure-pathway (formerly the onsite 
exposure pathway) include: 

• Elimination of separate 
consideration of the high risk_ 
population;_ 

• Inclusion of hazardous waste 
quantity in the waste characteristics 
factor category; 

• Consideration of workers in the 
resident threat's targets factor category; 
and 

• Revisions to scoring of terrestrial 
sensitive envirol1ments. 

The major changes in the air 
migration pathway include: 

· • Separate evaluation of gas and 
particulate potential to release; and 

• Consideration of actual 
contamination in evaluating sensitive 
environments. 

Figures 1 to 4 show the differences 
between the pathways in the original 
HRS and in the final rule. 
BILLING CODE 1560-.._ 
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·.Figure 1 

Ground Water Migration Pathway 
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Figure 2 

Surface Water Migration Pathway 
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Figure 2 

StJrface Water Migration Pathway (continued) 
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Figure 3 

Soil Exposure Pathway 1 . 
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Figure4 

Air Migration Pathway 
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Section III of this preamble 
summarizes and responds to major 
issues raised by commenters. These 
issues are organized so that issues that 
affect multiple pathways are covered 
first. followed by discussions of 
individual pathway issues. Section IV 
provides a section-by-section discussion 
of the final rule. All substantive changes 
not discussed in section III are identified 
in section IV. Because the rule has been 
substantially rewritten to clarify the 
requirements, editorial changes are not 
generally noted. 

ID. Discussion of Comments 
About 100 groups and individuals 

submitted comments on the ANPRM and 
NPRM. Nineteen of these also submitted 
comments on the field test report; two 
other groups submitted comments only 
on the field test report. The commenters 
included more than 20 State agencies, 
several Federal agencies, companies, 
trade asRociations, Indian tribes, 
environmental groups, technical 
consultants, and individuals. This 
section summarizes and responds to the 
major issues raised by commenters·. A 
description of the comments and EPA's 
response to each issue raised in the 
comments are available in Responses to 
Comments on Revisions to the Hazard 
Ranking System (HRS) in the EPA 
CERCLA docket (see ADDRESSES section 
above). 

A. Simplification 

In response to SARA. EPA proposed 
revisions to the HRS so that. to the 
maximum extent feasible, it accurately 
assesses the relative risks posed by 
hazardous waste sites to human health 
and the environment. Consequently, the 
proposed rule required more data than 
did the original HRS. 

A number of commenters stated that 
the data collection requirements of the 
proposed rule were excessive given its 
purpose as a screening tool. These . 
commenters expressed concern that the 
data requirements were too extensive 
for a screening process; specifically, that 
the data requirements would lengthen 
the time needed to score sites with the 
HRS, increase the cost of listing sites, 
and, therefore, limit the money available 
for remedial actions. Most 
commenters-even those who 
considered that the revisions increased 
the accuracy of the·model-stated that 
the resources required to evaluate sites 
under the proposed HRS were 
excessive. 

One commenter suggested the 
proposed HRS would be so expensive to 
implement that EPA would need to 
develop a new screening tool to 
determine whether a site should undergo 

an HRS evaluation. Another commenter 
suggested that because.of the 
complexity of the proposed revisions, 
preliminary scoring of a site during the 
site assessment process would be 
impractical because sites. would 
advance too far in the site assessment 
process before they were determined 
not to be NPL candidates. Several 
commenters stated that, with the 
additional requirements, the proposed 
HRS is more of a quantitative risk
assessment tool than the screening tool 
it is supposed to be. Another suggested 
that the increased accuracy of the 
proposed rule over the original HRS is of 
marginal value relative to the amount of · 
time and money involved, and that the 
HRS is no longer a quick and 
inexpensive method.of assessing 
relative risks associated with sites. 

Several commenters expressed 
concern that the increased data 
requirements of the proposed HRS 
would affect the schedule of the entire 
site assessment process. They suggested 
that these requirements would create a 
backlog of sites to be evaluated, slow 
the process of listing sites, and delay 
cleanup. Some noted that this would be 
contrary to the goal of identifying and 
evaluating sites expeditiously. 

In response, the Agency believes the 
requirements of the final rule are within 
the scope of the site assessment process 
and that a new screening tool to 
determine whether a site should undergo 
an HRS evaluation will not be needed 
To assist in screening sites, the site 
assessment process is divided into two 
stages: 

• A preli~inary assessment (PA), 
which focuses on a visual inspection, 
colle<:tion of available local, State, and 
Federal permitting data, site-specific 
information (e.g., topography, 
population), and historical industrial 
activity; and 

• A site inspection (Sij, where PA 
data are augmented by additional data 
collection. including sampling of 
appropriate environmental media and 
wastes, to determine the likelihood of a 
site receiving a high enough HRS score 
to be considered for the NPL 

The field test identified a best -
estimate of the average and range of 
costs incurred to support the data 
requirements of the proposed HRS. 
These cost estimates represented the 
entire site assessment process from PA 
to SI, and comprehensive evaluations 
for all pathways at most sites. As such, 
the Agency believes these cost 
estimates overstate the costs associated 
with site assessments occurring on the 
greater univ~rse of CERCLA sites. The 
amount of data collected during anSI 
varies from site to site depending on the 

complexity of the site and the number of 
environmental media believed to be 
contaminated. Some Sis may be limited 
in scope if data are easy to obtain, while 
others require more substantial resource 
commitments. The most important 
factors in determining costliness of an SI 
are (1) the presence or absence of 
ground water monitori~g wells in 
situations where ground water is 
affected, and (2) the number of affected 
media, which determines the number of 
samples taken and analyzed. The 
Agency believes the greater universe of 
CERCLA sites will not require the more 
substantial resource commitments. 

Finally, EPA does not agree that the 
requirements of the final rule will delay 
the listing of sites. The site assessment 
process screens sites at each stage, 
thereby limiting the number of sites that 
require evaluation for scoring. The 
Agency believes that it will be possible 
to score sites expeditiously with the 
revised HRS. 

The Agency believes the additional 
data requirements of the final rule will 
make it more accurately reflect the 
relative risks posed by sites, but also 
that the HRS should be as simple as 
possible to make it easier to implement 
and to retain its usefulness as a 
screening d,evice. This approach 
responds to the majority of commenters 
who recommended that EPA simplify 
the proposed HRS to make it easier and 
less expensive to implement. In 
response to these comments, the rule 
adopted today includes a number of 
changes from the proposed rule that 
simplify the HRS. These simplifying 
changes were based largely on EPA's 
field test of the proposed rule, 
sensitivity studies, and issue analyses 
undertaken by EPA in response to 
comments. 

• In the surface water migration 
pathway, the proposed recreation threat 
has been eliminated as a sep.arate 
threat. Instead of requiring a separate 
set of detailed calculations and data, the 
final rule accounts for recreational use 
exposures through resources factors, 
where points may be added for 
recreation use. 

• In the ground water migration 
pathway, the proposed potential to 
release has been simplified by dropping 
"sorptive capacity," by revising "depth 
to aquifer" and making it a separate 
factor, and by eliminating the 
•equirement to consider all geological 
layers between the hazardous substance 
and the aquifer in evaluating travel time 
to the aquifer. The "travel time" factor 
(the depth to aquifer/hydraulic 
conductivity factor in the proposed rule) 
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is n~w based on ihe·Jayer(!H with the 
lowest hydraulic conductivity. . 

• In the three migrationcpathways 
(i.e., ground water, surface· water, and 
air), the use factors in the proposed 
rule-"land use" in the air migration 
pathway, "drinking water use" and 
"other watm: use .. in the ground water 
migration pathway, and "driitking water 
use" and "other water use" in the 
surface water migration pathway-have· 
been replaced by ''resolll'ces" factors. 

· The "fishery use" factor has been 
dropped from the surface water 
migration pathway~ A resources factor 
has been added to the soil exposure 
pathway. 

• In the soil exposure pathway, the 
requirement that children under seven 
oe counted as a ~parate population bas 
been dropped. The "accessibility I 
. frequency of use" factor has been 
replaced by a simpler "attractiveness/ 
accessibility" factor. . 

• In the surface water migration 
pathway, the "runoff curve number." 
which required determining the 
predominant land use within the 
drainage area, has been replaced by a 
simpler factor, "soil group," which only 
requires classifying the predominant soil 
group in the drainage area into one of 
four categories. 

• In the air migration pathway. the 
maps used to assign values of 
particulate migration potential {formerly 
particulate mobility under potential to 
release) have been simplified. 

• In all pathways, potentially exposed 
populations are assigned values based 
on ranges rather than exact COWlts, 
reducing documentation requirements. 

• In the surface water and ground 
water migration pathways. Level m 
benchmarks have been dropped. 

• In all pathways, hazardous waste 
quantity values are based on ranges, 
which will reduce documentation 
requirements. The methodology and 
explanation for evaluating the 
hazardous waste qua.'ltity factor have 
been simplilied. _ 

• Containment tables have been 
simplified in the air, Sl~and water, and 
surface water migration pathways. 

A number of the simplification.s, such 
as the changes to the travel time and 
hazardous waste quantity factors, better 
reflect the uncertainty of the underlying 
site data and, therefore, do not generally 
affect the accuracy of the HRS. In 
addition, EPA notes that some revisions 
that may appear to make the HRS more 
complex actually make it more flexible. 
For example, the hierarchy for 
determining hazardous waste quantity 
allows using data on lhe quantity of 
hazardous constituents if they are 
available or can be determined; 

additionally. data on the quantity of 
hazardous wastestreams, source 
volume, and source area can be used, 

. depending on the completeness of data 
within the hierarchy. The hierarchy 
allows a site to be scored at the most 
precise level for which data are 
reasonably available, but does not 
reqUire extensive data collection where 
available data are less pre.cise. 

In response to comments on the 
complexit-t of the rule language. the 
presentation of the HRS has been 
reorganized and clarified. Factors that 
are evaluated in more than one pathway 
are explained in a separate section of 
the final rule (§ 2) to eliminate the 
repetition of instructians. The proposed 
HRS included descriptive background 
material that. while useful, made the 
HRS difficult to read. Much of this 

· descriptive material has been removed 
from the rule. 

B. HRS Structure Issues 
Although the proposed rule retained 

the basic structure of the original HRS, a 
number of cornmenters felt that the HRS 
should provide results consistent with 
the resul!s of a quantitative risk 
assessment. Several commenters 
identified this issue explicitly, while 
others identified spec;ific aspects of the 
proposed rule that they believed to be 
inconsistent ~'ith basic risk assessment 
principles. The commenters maintained 
that if the HRS is to reflect relative risks 
to the extent feasible. as required by the 
statute, its structure should be modified 
to better reflect the methods employed 
in quantitative risk a11sessments. 
Commenters stressed the need for EPA 
to follow the advice of the EPA Science 
Advisory Board (SAB) as expressed in 
the SAB review of-the HRS! 

Revisions to the HRS should begin with the 
development of a chain oflogic. without 
regard for the ease or diffH:Uity of collecting 
data, that would lead to a risk assessment for 
each site. This framewotk, but not the 
underlying logic. would be simplified to 
account for the very real di!flcu!ties of data 
collection. 

This chain of logic • • • should !ead to a · 
situation in which an increased score reflects 
an increased risk presented by a site. 

In response to the structural issues 
raised by commenters and to the 
statutory mandate to reflect relative risk 
to the extent feasible, EPA made a 
number of changes to thdinal rule. 
These structural changes affect how 
various factors are scored and"how 
scores are combined, but do not involve 
changes in the types or amount o! data 
required to score a site with the HRS. 
The Agency stresses that the limited 
data generated at the Sl stage are 
designed to support sit€ screening, and 

are not intended to provide St1pport for a 
quantitative risk assessment. 
~er.alstnuctur.alchange~ VVhilethe 

final rule retains the basic structure of 
the proposed rule in that three factor 
categories (likelihood of release. waste 
characteristics, and targets} continue to 
be multiplied together to obtain pathway 
scores, the structure has been changed 
in certain respects to make the 
underlying logic of the HRS more 
consistent with risk assessment 
principles. 

The key structural changes to the 
waste characteristics factor category 
were to-make use of consistent scales 
ar.d to multiply the hazardous waste 
quantity and toxicity (or, depending on 
the pathway and threat. toxicity/ 
mobility, toxicity /persistence, or 
toxicity i persis tence/bioaccumulation) 
factors. Within the waste characteristics 
factor category, factors have been 
modified so they are on linear scales. 
These modifications make the functional 
relationships between the HRS factors 
more consistent with the toxicity and 
exposure parameters evaluated in risk 
assessments. 

VVhere possible, the final rule assigns 
similar maximum point values to factor 
categories across pathways. The 
likelihood of release (likelihood of 
exposure) factor category is assigned a 
maximum value of 550; the waste 
characteristics factor category is 
assigned a maximum value of 100 
(except for the human food chain and 
environmental threats of the surface 
water migration pathway}; the targets 
factor category is not assigned a 
maximum. EPA determined that in 
general targets should be a key 
determinanfof site threat because the 
data on which the targets factors are 
based are relatively more reliable than 
most other data available at the SI 
stage. 

Likelihood of release. Except in the 
air migration pathway, the proposed rule 
assigned the same maximum value to 
observed release and potential to 
release. In the fmal rule, an observed 
release is assigned a value of 550 points 
and potential to release ha·s a maximum 
value of 500 in all pathways, This 
relative weightiDg ofvalues reflects the 
greater confidence (the assOciation of 
risks with targets) when reporting an. 
observed release as opposed to a 
potential release. A$ a result of this 
change in point values at the factor 
category level, as well as the new 
maximums for most pathways, the 
values assigned to individual potential 
to release factors have been adjusted. 

Waste characteristics. The proposed 
rule assigned a maximum point value to 
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hazardous substance quantities of 1,000 
pounds. Because some sites have 
hazardous substance quantities far in 
excess of that amount and because it is 
reasonable to assume that these sites 
present some additional risk, all'else 
being equal. the final rule elevates the 
maximum value to quantities. in excess 
of 1,000,000 pounds. Even when 
hazardous waste quantity is 
documented with precision, EPA 
concluded that there are diminishing 
returns in considering quantities above 
this amount. 

AlthOUgh the HRS does not employ 
the same type and quality of information 
that would be used to support a risk 

- assessment (e.g., pounds of waste and 
mobility are combined in the ground· 
water pathway as a surrogate for long
terril magnitude of releases), as waste 
characteristics values rise, 
contamination resulting from conditions 
at the sites in general shoUld be worse. 
As a result of using linear scales and 
incorporation of a multiplicative 
relationship between hazardous waste 
quantity, toxicity, and other waste 
characteristics factors, the influence of. 
the waste characteristics factor category 
could be disproportionately Jarge 
relative to the likelihood of release and 
targets factor categories in determining 
overall pathway scores. Therefore, EPA 
is limiting-through use of a scale 
transformation-the values assigned to 
the waste characteristics factor 
category, shown in Table 2-7 of the final 
HRS, to limit the effect of waste 
characteristics on the pathway scores. 

While the waste characteristics factor 
values are limited to values of 0 to 100 in 
most cases. the waste characteristics 
factor category may reach v~ues of up 
to 1,000 for both the human food chain 
and environmental threats in the surface 
water migration pathway. These 
exceptions have been made to 
accommodate the bioaccumulation 
factor (or ecosystem bioaccumulation 
factor), applied in·these threats but not 
in other pathways or threats, which can 
add up to four orders of magnitude to 
the waste characteristics factor values 
before reduction to the scale values of 0 
to 1,000. 

Turgets. The final rule includes two 
major structural changes to the targets 
factor category. Population factor values 
are not capped as they were in the 
proposed rule. This change allows a site 
with a large population but a low waste 
characteristics value to receive scores 
similar to a site with a smaller 
population but larger waste 
characteristics value (as would be done 
in a risk assessment). A second change 
in the targets factors involves the 

nearest individual (or intake or well) 
factors (i.e., the maximally exposed 
individual factors in the proposed rule)~ 
These factors are now assigned values 
based on exposure to Level I and Level 
n contamination [so· and 45 points, 
respectively). Potentially exposed 
nearest individuals are assigned a . 
maximum of 20 points in all pathways. 
EPA changed the assigned values for 
these factors to give more relative 
weight to individuals that are exposed 
to documented contamination. 

C. Hazardous Waste Quantity 

. In the NPRM. EPA proposed to change 
the hazardous waste quantity faCtor to 
allow the use of four levels of data 
depending on what data are available 
and how· complete they are. Hazardous 
waste quantity for a source could be 
based on (a) hazardous constituent 
quantity, (b) the total quantity of 
hazardous wastes in the source, (c) the 
volume of the source, or (d) the area of 
the source. Each source at the site would 
be evaluated separately, based on data 
available for the source. 

EPA received numerous comments 
relating to changes in the hazardous 
waste quantity factor. Several . 
commenters agreed that allowing use of 
waste constituent data, when available, 
was an improvement over the original 
HRS. Several also supported the tiered 
appro~ch to scoring hazardous waste 
quantity when constituent data were 
incomplete or unavailable. 

Two commenters stated that the 
emphasis on hazardous constituent data 

· will require more extensive and 
expensive site investigations. These 
commenters have misunderstood the 
revisions. The rule.does not require the 
scorer to determine hazardous 
constituent quantities in all instances. 
but simply ene0urages use of those data 
when they are available. This approach 
allows a scorer the flexibility to use 
different types of available data for 
scoring hazardous waste quantity. At a 
minimum, the scorer need only 
determine the area of a source (or the 
area of observed contamination), which 
is routinely done in site inspections. 
Where better data are available, they 
may be used in scoring the factor. This 
approach is in keeping with the intent of 
Congress that the HRS should act as a . 
screening tool for identifying sites 
warranting further investigation. 

Several commenters stated that the 
methodology for determining hazardous 
waste quantity was too complex and 
time consuming, and that its . 
administrative costs outweighed its 
benefits. Others found the proposed rule 
instructions and tables confusing and 
hard to follow. 

EPA strongly disagrees with the claim 
that the costs of the revised approach to 
scoring waste quantity outweigh its 
benefits. The amount of hazardous 
substances present at a site is an 
important indicator of the potential 
threat the site poses. At the same time, 
EPA recognizes that cost is an important 
consideration. In revising the hazardous 
waste quantity factor, however, the 
Agency believes it has established an 
appropriate balance between time and 
cost required for scoring this factor and 
the degree of accuracy needed to 
evaluate the relative risk of the site 
properly. 

In response to comments, EPA has 
modified the hazardous waste quantity 
scoring methodology to make it easier to 
understand and to use. The changes 
include elimination of proposed rule 
Table 2-13, Hazardous Waste Quantity 
Factor Evaluation Methodology and 
Worksheet. In addition, the scale for the 
hazardous waste quantity factor bas 
been divided into ranges that span two 
orders of magnitude (lOOx) to reflect the 
uncertainty inherent in estimates of 
hazardous waste quantities at typical 
sites. The practical effect of this scale 
change is to reduce the data collection 
and documentation requirements. See 
§ § 2.4.2-2.4.2.2. The fmal rule also 
clarifies the treatment of wastes 
classified as hazardous under RCRA. 
Under CERCLA. any RCRA hazardous 
waste stream is considered a hazardous 
substance. If this definition were strictly 
applied in evaluating hazardous waste 
quantity of RCRA hazardous 
wastestreams, hazardous constituent 
quantity and hazardous wastestream 
quantity would be the same because the 
entire wastestream would be considered 
a hazardous substance. The final rule 
makes clear that only the constituents in 

· a RCRA wastestream that are CERCLA 
hazardous substances should be 
evaluated for determining hazardous 
constituent quantity;Jor the other three 
tiers, however, the entire RCRA 
wastestream is considered as is any 
other wastestream. 

As discussed in section ill Q. EPA will 
consider removal actions when 
calculating waste quantities. EPA 
believes consideration of removal 
actions is likely to increase incentives 
for rapid actions. H there has been a 
removal at a site, and the hazardous 
constituent quantity for all sources and 
associated releases is adequately 
determined, the hazardous waste 
quantity factor value will be based only 
on the amount remaining after the 
removal. This will result in lowering 
some hazardous waste quantity factor 
values. 



. federal·R·ter l Vol. 55, :l'w. 241, I Friaay, Decembet 14, 1990 1 -Rules and Regulat~ons 51543 

Where an adequate determination of 
the hazard-ous constituent quantity 
remaining after the removal cannot be 
made, EPA has established minimum 
hazardous waste quantity factor values 
in order to ensure that.the HRS score 
reflects any continuing risks at the sites. 
In this case, the assigned hazardous 
waste quantity factor value will be the 
currJmt hazardous waste quantity factor 
value (as derived in Table Z~). or the 
minimum value, whichever is_ greater._ 

· ThE! proposed rule assigned a 
minimum hazardous waste quantity 
factor value of 10 when data on · 
haz~rdous constituent quantity was not 
complete. In the final rule, for migration 
pathways (i.e., nqtthe soil exposure 
pathway), if the hazardous cqnstituent 
quantity is not adequately determined, 
and if any target is subject to Level I or 
n contamination, the minimum 
hazardous waste quantity factor value 
will be 100. · · 
· If the hazardous constituent quantity 

for all sotirces is not adequately 
determined, an:d none of the targets are 
subject to Level I or ll contamination. 
the minimum factor value assigned for 

. hazardous waste quantity depends on 
·whether there has been a removal 
action. and what the hazardous waste 
quantity· factor- value would have been 
without consideration of the removal 
action. If there has not been a remov~l 
action, the minimum haZardous waste 
quantity factor value will be 10. If there 
has been a removalaction and if a 
factor value of 100 or greater would 
have been assigned without 
consideration of the removal action, a 
minimum hazardous waste quantity 
factor value of 100 will be assigned. If 
the hazardous waste qua."ltity factor 
value was less than 100 prior to 
consideration of the removal action, a 
minimum hazardous waste quantity 
factor value of 10 will be assigned. This 
will ensure that the Agency provides an 
incentive for removal actions and that in 
no case will consideration of removal 
actions result in an increased hazardous 
waste quantity factor value score. 

D. Toxicity 
The proposed HRS substantially

changed the basis for evaluating 
toxicity. The major change was that 
hazardous substance toxicity would be 
based on carcinogenicity, chronic non
cancer toxicity, and acute toxicity. For 
each migration pathway and each 
surface water threat except human food 
chain and recreation, toxicity was 
combined with mobility or persistence 
factors to select the hazardous 
substance with the highest combined 
value for toxicity and -the applicable 
mobility or persistence factor. For the 

human food chain threat, only 
substances with the highest 
bioaccumulation values were evaluated 
for toxicity /persistence. For the 
recreation threat. only substances with 
the highest dose adjusting factor valaes 
were evaluated for toxicity /persist~ce. 
In addition, ecosystem toxicity rather 
than human toxicity was evaluated lor 
the environmental threat of the surface 
water migration pathway: 

Several commenters expressed. 
concern about or opposition to using the 
single most hazardous substance at a 
site to score toxicity, stating that the 
approach seems overly Conservative 
and unlikely to distingui!Jh sites on the 
basis of hazard. Some commenters 
suggested that EPA allow flexibility in 
weighting the toxicity values of multiple 
substances either by concentration, 
waste quantity, or proportion 
information, whenever such information 
is available. One commenter suggested 
basing toxicity on a fixed percentage of 
the hazardous substances known to be 
present at a site. 

The Agency agrees that, for purposes 
of accurately assessing the risk to 
human health and the environment 
posed by a site, it would be preferable 
to evaluate the overall toxicity by 
considering all hazardous substances 
present, based on some type of dose- (or 
concentration-) weighted toxicity 
approach. EPA believes, however; that 
this approach is not feasible because the 
data requirements would be excessive. 
Such an approach would be feasible 
oruy when relative exposure levels of 
multiple substances are known or can 
reasonably be estimated; however, these 
data can be obtained only by conducting 
a comprehensive risk assessment. .. 
Extensive concentration data would be 
required to be confident that 
comparable concentrations are being 
used for the various substances, and 
that the multi-substance toxicity of the 
contaminants is not, in fa_ct, being 
underestimated. U~e of inadequate data 
could result in underestimating or 
overestimating the toxicity of 
substances in a pathway. 

EPA considered a number of 
alternatives to the use of a single 
hazardous substance to score toxicity 
(mcbility/persistence}and tested some 
of these on several real arid hypothetical 
sites. The analyses included 
comparisons between the single most 
toxic substance and the average toxicity 
value for all substances, the average 
toxicity value for the 10 most toxic 
substances. and the concentration
weighted average v:alue of all 
substances. These alternatives were 
also tested using toxicity /mobility 

values. The results of these analyses 
showed that using a single substance 
approach usually resulted in an assigned 
value (either toxicity or toxicity I 
mobility) that was within one interval in 
the scale-of values· of the alternatives 
tested; for example, the single substance 
approach would assign a value of 1,000 
for toxicity whereas averaging the 
toxicities would assign a value of 1,000 
or 100, the next lower scale value. {The 
fmal rule uses linear scales to assign 
values for toxicity, mobility, and 
persistence. The scales for toxicity now 
range from 0 to 10,000 rather than 0 to 5; 
consequently, the default value for · 
toxicity is now 100 rather than.3.) The 
Agency recogniZes the uncertainty in the 
use of the single substance approach, 
but concludes that it is a reasonable 
approach for a screening model, 
especially given the general 
unavailability of information to support 
alternatives. In making this judgment, 
the Agency notes that the single 
substance approach to evaluating the 
toxicity factor was not identified in 
SARA as a portion of the HRS requiring 
further examination. even though it had 
been used in the original HRS and EPA 
had received criticism similar to the 
above comments prior to the enactment 
of SARA. 

Several commenters suggested that 
additive, synergistic, or antagonistic 
effects among substances be considered 
in scoring toxicity when several 
substances are .found at a site. In 
particular, one commenter suggested 
increasing the scores for sites with a 
large number of hazardous substances 
to account. for additive or synergistic 
effects. · · 

As noted in EPA's 1988 Technical 
Support Document for the Proposed 
Revisions to the Hazard Ranking 
System, quantitative consideration of -
synergistic/antagonistic effects between 
hazardous substances is generally not 
possible ev-en in RI/FS risk assessments 
because appropriate data are lacking for 
most combinations of substances. 
Interactive effects have been 
documented for only a few substance 
mixtures, and the Agency's risk 
assessment.guidelines for mixtures (51 
FR 34014, September 24, 1986) 
emphasize that although additivity is a 
theoretically sound concept, it is best 
applied for assessing mixtures of similar 
acting components that do not interact. 
Thus, the Agency believes that 
consideration of interactive effects in 
evaluating toxicity in the HRS is not 
feasible, nor is it necessary to allow use 
of the HRS as a screening model. The 
Agency rejects the suggestion that 
scores should simply be raised for sites 
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with numerous subskmces because this 
approach ignores the technical 
complexities related to interactions (i.e., 
the possibility of antagonistic effects.) 
.. One commenter suggested that a 
waste~s toXicity should be assessed in 
tenns of its "degree ofrisk." and that 
this could be measured by comparing 
constituent concentrations at the point 
of exposure to appropriate· toxicity 
reference levels. Two commenters 
stated that toxicity should be measured 
at a likely point of human exposure 
rather than at the waste site. r 

The toxicity of a substance, as used in 
the HRS. is an inherent property, often 
expressed quantitatively as a dose or · 
exposure concentration associated with 
a specific respoBSe (Le.. a dose-response 
relationship). These toxicity values, in 
general, are independent of expected 
environmental exposure levels; many 
are. based on laboratory tests on 
animals. Risk, on the other hand, is a 
fUnction of toxicity; the concentration of 
a substanrein environmental media to, 
which humans may be exposed, and ·the 
likelihood of exposure to that medium 
(and the population likely to be 
exposed). The toxicity factor in the 
waste characteristics factor category of 
the HRS is intended to reflect only the 
inherent toxicity (i.e., the basic dose
response relationship) of substances 
found at the site. The HRS as a whole is 
intended to evaluate, to the extent 
feasible, relative risks posed by sites by 
including factors for likelihood of 
release, waste quantity, toxicity, and the 
proximity of pob:intially exposed 
'POpulations. If actual contamination (for 
example, of drinking water) bas been 
detected at a site, the measured 
environmental concentration of each 
substance is compared with its 
appropriate health-based or ecological
based concentration limit (i.e., its 
benchmark). If these ~vironmental 
concentrations equal or exceed a 
benchmark. certain target factors are 
assigned higher values than if 
environmental concentrations are less 
than benchmarks. 

Two commenters suggested using 
Cancer Potency Factors to score toxicity 
only for Class A and B1 carcinogens, 
and using reference doses (RIDs) for 
scoring Class B2 and C carcinogens (i.e., 
substances for which there is 
inadequate or no direct human evidence 
of carcinogeilicitY). 

In response. EPA believes that 
because the HRS is a screening tool, it 
should maintain a conservative (i.e .. 
protective) approach to evaluation of 
potential cancer risks. EP A's1986 
Guidelines for Carcipogen Risk 
Assessment (51 FR 34014, September 24. 
1986) provide for substances in Class A 

and Class B>{both B1 and B2) to be 
regarded as suitable for quantitative
human risk assessment. In general. 
according to EPA's 1989 Risk 
Assessment Guidance for Superfund: 
Human Health Evaluation Manual, 
Class C substances are evaluated for 
cancer risks within the Superfund risk 
assessment process. Thus, the use of 
cancer risk information for Class B2 and 
C substances in the HRS is consistent 
with the objective of maintaining a 
conservative approach and with other 
Agency and Superfund program risk 
assessment guidelines. 

In response to comments that the best 
available data should be used to score 
sites, that accepted Agency practices be 
relied on, and that consistency across 
pathways be encouraged, the Agency 
has modified slightly the way the 
toxicity value for a substance is 
selected. The final rule requires the use 
of c&rcinogenicity and chronic toxicity 
data, when available, over-acute toxicity 
data. If both slope factors and RfDs are 
available, the higher of the values 
assigned for these types of toxicity 
parameters is used. If neither is 
available, but acute toxicity data are 
available, the acute toxicity data are 
used to. assign toxicity factor values. 

' EPA decided to give preference to slope 
factors and RID values because these 
undergo more exteqsjve Agency review 
and are based on long-term exposure 
.studies. 

E. Radionuclides 
The proposed HRS assigned 

radionuclides a maximum toxicity value, 
but included no other procedures 
specific to radionucUdes. 

One commenter, the U.S. Department 
of Energy {DOE), asserted that the. 
proposedHRS "* * • contains an . 
inequitable bias regarding radionuclides 
• * *" DOE specifically criticized 
assigning maximum toxicity factor 
values to radionuclides, "* • ·• where, 
in fact, the health impact associated 
with radionuclides is associated with 
the type of decay, the level of decay 
energy, the half-life, the mobility, the 
concentration of the radionuclide, 
internal biological factors, and external 
pathway factors." DOE proposed using 
concepts for evaluating radionuclides 
that were included in its Modified 
Hazard Ranking System (mHRS). In its 
subsequent CQmments on the HRS field 
test report, DOE stated that it 
considered the "" • • method of 
handling radionuclides in the proposed 
revised HRS to be a serious flaw in the 
evaluation system." 

In the final rule, EPA has clarified and 
significantly changed how radionuclides 
are evaluated. Instead of using or 

adapting the mHRS directly, however. 
EPA modified the proposed HRS to 
account more fully for radionuclides 
based on EPA's own methods for 
evaluating them, which are similar to 
and generally consistent with the 
radiation analysis concepts underlying 
themHRS. 

The final rule evaluates radionuclides 
within the same basic structure as other 
hazardous substances, and the 
evaluation of many individual HRS 
factors is the same whether· 
radionuclides are present or not. Table 
7-1 of the final rule lists HRS factors 
and indicates which are evaluated 
differently for radionuclides. Essentially, 
radionuclides are simply treated as 
additional hazardous substances with 
certain special characteristics that are 
·accounted for by separate scoring rules 
for some HRS factors. For sites . 
containing only radionuclides. the 
scoring process is very similar to the 
process at other hazardous substance 
sites. except that different scoring rules 
are applied to a number of substance
specific factors and a few other factors. 
For sites containing both radionuclides 
and other hazardous substances, both 
types of substances are scox:ed for all 
HRS factors that are substance-specific, 
with overall factor values based either 
on combined values or the higher of the 
values, as appropriate. 

EPA notes that, although some 
radioactive substances are statutorily 
excluded from the definition of 
"hazardous waste" in both CERCLA and 
RCRA (specifically, source. special 
nuclear. and byproduct material as 
defined in the Atomic Energy Act of 
1954), such substances may be, and 
generally are, "hazardous substances .. 
as defined.in section 101(14) of CERCLA 
and therefore may be addressed under~ 
CERCLA. Radioactive substances 
should be included in HRS scoring and 
section 7 of the final rule is intended to 
facilitate that analysis. It also should be 
noted that two narrow categories of 
releases (either from "nuclear incidents" 
or from sites designated unner the 
Uranium Mill Tailings Radiation Control 
Act of 1978) are excluded from 
CERCLA'• definition of the tenn 
"release" (CERCLA section 101(22)), and 
such releases should not be scored using 
theHRS. 

The major changes to the HRS in the 
evaluation of radionuclides apply to_ 
establishing observed releases, to 
factors in the waste characteristics 
category. and to determining the .level of 
actual contamination in the targets 
factor cafegory. The HRS components 
that have been modified are briefly 
described below. 
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The criteria for establishing an 
observed releas.e through analysis of 
samples for radionuclides differ 
considerably from the criteria used for 
other hazardous substances. These 
criteria are divided into three groups: 
radionuclides that occur naturally or are 
ubiquitous in the environment: 
manmade radionuclides that are not 
ubiquitous in the environment: and 
gamma radiation (soil exposure 
pathway only). (See § 7.1.1.) 

The hazardous waste quantity factor 
for sources (and areas of observed 
contamination) containing radionuclides 
has been modified to reflect the different 
units used to measure the amount of 
radiation (curies, a measure of activity) 
versus the units used for other 
hazardous substances (pounds, a 
measure of mass). EPA believes it is 
preferable to use activity units rather 
than mass units because activity is the 
standard measure of ra.diation quantity 
and is a -better indicator of energy 
released and potential to cause human 
health damage than is mass. In addition, 
the hierarchy for evaluating the waste 
quantity factor for sources (and areas of 
observed contamination) containing 
radionuclides is limited to Tiers A and 
B. Tiers C and D, based on source 
volume and source area, respectively, 
are not used because adequate data to 
derive their quantitative relationship to 
Tier A were unavailable. Thus, the 
waste ·quantity factor is based either on 
radionuclide constituent quantity (Tier 
A} or radionuclide wastestream quantity 
(TierB). · 

For sites containing only 
radionuclides, hazardous waste quantity 
is calculated based on the activi'y 
content of the radionuclides or 
radionuclide wastestreams as~ociated 
with each source. For sites with both 
radionuclides and other hazardous 
substances, hazardous waste quantity is 
evaluated separately for the two types 
of hazardous substance for each source, 
and the values are then summed in 
determining the hazardous waste 
quantity value. The scale for scoring 
radionuclide waste quantity was 

· derived based on concepts of risk 
equivalence between radionuclides and 
other hazardou& substances. 

In the proposed rule, all radionuclides 
were automatically assigned a 
maximum default value for the toxicity 
factor. The fmal rule evaluates 
radionuclides individually on the basis 
of human toxicity, across a range of 
factor values based on the potential to 
cause cancer (i.e., cancer slope factors). 
Non-cancer effects are not considered 
for radionuclides because cancer is 
generally the most significant toxic 

effect. Incorporated in the development 
of cancer slope factors are the type of 
radioactive decay; energy emitted 
during decay: biological uptake, 
distribution, and retention; and 
radiation dose-response relationship. 
Thus, across the set of scoring ranges 
used. radionuclides that are more potent 
carcinogens per unit activity new 
receive higher toxicity factor values 
than those that are less potent. The new 
toxicity scoring scale for radionuclides 
was derived in a manner consistent with 
the derivation of the existing 
carcinogenicity scale for other 
hazardous substances. Taken together, 
the new toxicity and hazardous waste 
quantity scales for radionuclides result 
in a risk equivalence between 
radionuclides and other hazardous 
substances. 

Mobility of radionuclides in both the 
air and ground water migration 
pathways is evaluated in the same way 

. as mobility for other hazardous 
substances: that is, on the basis of the 
chemical and physical characteristics of 
the radionuclide. Similarly, the 
bioaccumulation (and ecosystem 
bioaccumulation) potential factor is 
evaluated in the same way for 
radionuclides as for other hazardous 
substances. The fmal rule clarifies that 
radionuclides should be scored for these 
factors in all relevant patl;tways. 

The persistence factor in the surface 
water migration pathway has been 
modified so that radionuclides are 
evaluated solely on the basis of half-life, 
which for HRS purposes is based on 
both radioactive half-life and 
volatilization half-life. Sorption to 
sediments is not considered, nor are 
hydrolysis. photolysis, or 
biodegradation. Other than this change 
in the processes considered to estimate 
surface water half-life. the scoring of the 
persistence factor is the same for 
radionuclides as for other hazardous 
substances. 

The final rule extends to 
radionuclides the benchmark concept 
used throughout the HRS for weighting 
certain targets factor values. Measured 
levels of specific radionuclides at 
potential exposure points are compared 
to benchmark levels, and additional 
weight is given to targets subject to 
actual contamination {Levels I and ll). 
This approach for weighting target 
factors using benchmarks is similar for 
radionuclides and for other hazardous 
substances, although both the specific 
benchmark values used for 
radionuclides and th~metbods for 
deriving the values are different. 
Benchmarks for evaluating radionuclide 
contamination parallel those used for 

other hazardous substances in that 
available Federal standards and 
screening concentrations are used when 
applicable. At sites with both 
radionuclides and other hazardous 
substances, each radionuclide and other 
substance is evaluated separately. If no 
individual substance equals or exceeds 
its benchmark, the ratios of the 
measured concentrations to the 
screening concentrations for cancer for 
radionuclides and other hazardous 
substances are added. Radionuclides 
are not evaluated using screening 
concentrations for non-cancer effects. 

Specific benchmark values for 
radionuclides are in activity units 
instead of mass units, however, to 
reflect the appropriate measurement 
units for the level of radionuclide 
contamination. Radionuclide 
benchmarks include drinking water 
maximum contaminant levels (MCLs) 
for both the ground water and the 
surface water/drinking water threat 
pathways; Uranium Mill Tailings 
Radiation Control Act (UMTRCA) 
standards for the soil exposure 
pathway; and screening levels 
corresponding to 10-6 individual cancer 
risk for inhalation or oral exposures, as 
derived from cancer slope factors, for all 
pathways and threats incorporating 
human health benchmarks. The 
radionuclide benchmarks are consistent 
with EPA's radionuclide risk assessment 
methods in that they incorporate 
standard data or assumptions about 
contact/consumption rates for various 
environmental media and radiation 
dose-response, as well as the specific 
radionuclide's type of decay, decay ' 
energy, biological absorption, and 
biological half-life. Furthermore, 
radionuclide benchmarks for the soil 
exposure pathway account for external 
exposure (i.e., exposure to radiation 
originating outside the human body) 
from gamma-emitting radioactive 
materials in surficial material as well as 
from ingestion, which is the sole basis 
for non-radioactive hazardou~:~ 
substance benchmarks for the soil 
exposure pathway, because e .... temal 
exposure from gamma-emitting 
radionuclides can be an extremely 
important exposure route. 

F. Mobility/Persistence 

The proposed rule added mobility 
factors to both the ground water and air 
migration pathways and modified the 
persistence factor in the ·surface water 
migration pathway to consider a greater 
number of potential degradation 
mechanisms. · 

The Agency received a large number 
of comments critical of several aspects 
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of the ground water mobility factor. The 
most common issues included: 

• Concern about the use of 
coefficients of aqueous migration to 
establish mobility values for inorganic 
cations and anions; 

• Suggestions that solubility values, 
distribution coefficients, and other 
measures be used to establish mobility 
values for anions and cations; and 

• Requests that the same measures of 
mobility be used for organics and 
in organics. 

· Criticism of the use of the coefficients 
of aqueous migration focused on its 
obscurity; except for geochemists, few 
scientists are familiar with the measure. 
In response to these comments and 
because coefficients of aqueous 
migration are not available for all 
hazardous substances and 
radionuclides, the Agency decided to 
replace coefficients of aqueous 
migration. 

The majority of commenters stated a 
preference for using parameters related 
either to hazardous substance release 
(solubility} or to transport (distribution 
coefficients} as measures of mobility. 
The ground water mobility factor is 
intended to reflect the fraction of a 
hazardous substance .expected to be 
released from sources, migrate through 
porous media, and contaminate aquifers 
and the drinking water wells that draw 
from them. Because mobility is 
concerned with both release and 
transport, the Agency· concluded that 
mobility for all hazardous substances in 
ground water will be evaluated using 
both solubility and distribution 
coefficient values. A default value is 
assigned when none of the hazardous 
substances eligible to be evaluated can 
be assigned a mobility factor value 
based on available data. 

A number of comnienters raised 
questions about the persistence factor in 
the surface water migration pathway. In 
general, the commenters were divided 
between those who wanted more 
degradation mechanisms considered 
and those who believed the equation in 
the proposed rule for calculating half
lives was too complex. Several 
commenters suggested including 
sorption of substances by sediments. 

In response to these comments, EPA 
has made several changes to the 
persistence factor. The free-radical 
oxidation half-life has been dropped 
from the equation used to calculate half
life because the data on which its half
life values are based are typically 
derived from ideal, laboratory 
conditions that differ greatly from 
conditions found in nature; few field 
validation studies have been conducted 
to provide a basis for extrapolating 

these laboratory values to natural 
environments. Thus, EPA concluded that 
including free-radical oxidation in the 
persistP.nce equation resulted in an 
overemphasis of the influence of free
radical oxidation as a degradation 
mechanism. For hazardous substances 
that sorb readily to particulates found in 
natural water bodies, the persistence 
equation as proposed overemphasized 
the importance of degradation 
mechanisms that occur in the liquid 
phase. Log K,... the logarithm of the n
octanol-water partition coefficient, has 
been added to account for sorption to 
sediments. 

The Agency received several 
comments concerning the mobility 
factors in the air migration pathway. 
The most significant of the issues raised 
by commenters were: 

• Whether consideration of mobility 
in both the likelihood of release factor 
category·and the waste characteristics 
factor category counts mobility twice: 

• Whether the approach used in the 
proposed rule properly reflected the 
dyna~cs of releases of gases from 
sources into the atmosphere; and 

• Whether the Thomthwaite P-E 
Index was sufficient as the sole measure 
of particulate mobility and whether 
particle size should be included. 

In response to these and other related 
structUral and air migration pathway 
comments, the Agency thoroughly re
assessed the adequacy. of the mobility 
factors in the likelihood of release and 
waste characteristics factor categories. 
Based on this review, EPA has made 
several changes to the mobility factors 
in the final rule. In response to the 
"double counting" issue, the Agency 
believes there are differences between 
mobility in the context of likelihood of 
release and mobility in the context of 
waste characteristics. The potential to 
release mobility factor is a measure of 
the likelihood that a source at a site will 
release a substance to the air; the waste 
characteristics mobility factor, together 
with the hazardous waste quantity 
factor, is a measure of the magnitude of 
release. To highlight these differences, 
the names of the likelihood of release 
mobility factors have been changed to 
gas (or particulate} migration potentiaL 

In response to comments on air 
migration pathway mobility imd 
structure. EPA reviewed gas and 
particulate release rate models to 
develop revised mobility factors that 
improve evaluations of release 
.magnitude and duration. The gas and 
particulate mobility factors in the final 
rule ·are a result of that review. The gas 
mobility factor is based on a simplified 
release model and is determined by the 
vapor pressure of the most toxic/mobile 

hazardous substance available for 
migration to the atmosphere at the site. 
The particulate mobility factor is based 
on a simplified fine-particle wind
erosion model and reflects the Combined 
effects of differing wind speeds and soil 
moisture. Analyses indicated that soil 
moisture was dominant over both wind 
speed and particle size, which are 
essentially equal in effect. Because of 
the comparative difficulty of 
determining particle sizes in an SI, a 
single particle size was assumed to 
apply to aU sites. This constant particle 
size value was factored into the 
simplified model yielding the factor in 
the final rule. · 

G. Observed Release 

The proposed HRS described how to 
determine whether an observed release 
was significantly above background 
levels based on multiples of detection 
limits and background concentrations. 

Some commenters stated that the 
proposed revisions treated observed. 
release in an overly complex manner. A 
number of commenters. primarily from 
the mining industries, were concerned 
about the consideration of background 
concentration in determining an 
observed release. (See Section III P 
below for a summary of their concerns 
and EPA's response.) 

As in the proposed rule, observed 
releases may be established based on 
either direct observation or chemical 
analysis pf samples. In the case of direct 
()bservation. material (e.g., particulate 
matter) containing hazardous 
substances must be seen entering the 
medium directly or must have been 
deposited in the medium. 

EPA has replaced the proposed rule 
criteria for establishing ail observed 
release by chemical analysis with 
simpler criteria. In the final HRS, an 
observed release is .established when a 
sample· measurement equals or exceeds 
the sample quantitation limit (SQL) and 
is at least three times above the · 
background level. and available 
information attributes some portion of 
the release of the haza1.lous substance 
to the site. (The SQL is the quantity of a 
hazardous substance that can be 
reasonably quantified, given the limits 
of detection for the methods of analJsis 
and sample characteristics that may 
affect quantitation (e.g .• dilution, 
concentration).} When a background 
concentration is not detected {i.e., below 
detection limits}. an observed release is 
established when the sample 
measurement equals or exceeds the 
SQL. Any time the sample measurement 
is less than the SQL. no observed 
release is established. Table 2-3 of the 
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final rule provides the criteria for 
determining when analyfic sampling 
information is sufficient for establishing 
an observed release (or observed 
contamination in the soil exposure 
pathway}. The final nde also provides 
procedures to be followed when the SQL 
is unavailable and defines various types 
of detection and quantitation limits in 
the context of the HRS. (See § 2.3 of the 
final rule.} 

H. Benchmarks 

SARA requires that EPA give high
priority to siteS that have led to closing 
of drinking water wells or 
contamination of principal drinking 
water supplies. To respond to this 
mandate. the proposed rule added 
health-based benchmarks to the ground 
water and surface water migration 
pathways; in addition. ecological-based 
benchmarks were added to evaluate 
sensitive environments targets in 
surface water. In the proposed rule. 
population factors were evaluated at 
Level I if a health-based benchmark had 
been exceeded. 1f actual contamination 
was present. but the benchmark was not 
exceeded. populations were evaluated 
based on two levels of contamination 
(i.e., Level n and Level III). Sensitive ' 
environmentS in the surface water 
migration pathway were evaluated 
based on two levels of actual 
contamination {exceedirig benchmark or 
not exceeding benchmark). Where 
several·hazardous substances were 
present below benchmarks. the 
percentages of their concentrations 
relative to their benchmarks were added 
to determine which level was used to 
assign values. 

Of the commenters on this issue. most 
supported EPA's proposal to give extra 
weighting to sites where measured 
exposure-point concentrations exceed 
benchmarks. One commenter who 
dissented suggested giving extra 
weighting to sites where actual 
contamination is documented; 
documentation of an observed release 
(or observed contamination) would be 
the only criterion for assigning ~r 
values to target factors, and the 
relationship of the concentration of 
hazardous substances to benchmarks 
would not be used. The other dissenting 
commenter suggested that EPA re
evaluate the role of health-based· 
benchmarks in the HRS because 
common sense, and other laws, will 
discourage people from drinking water 
contaminated above benchmark levels, 
and because evaluating this factor will 
entail large resource expenditures for 
marginal gains in discrimination. 

The final rule weights most targets 
based on actual and potential exposure 

to contamination across all pathways 
and threats, includif:tg those for which 
benchmarks were not originally 
proposE!d. because EPA believes that 
this approach both improves the ability 
of the HRS to identify sites that pose the 
greatest threat to human health and the 
environment and increases the internal 
consistency of the HRS. (See § § 2.5, 
2.5.1, 2.5.Z. 3.3.1, 3.3.2, 4.1.2.3.1, 4.1.2.3.2. 
4.1.3.3.1, 4.1.3.3.2. 4.1.4.3.1, U.2.3.1. 
4.2.2.3.2, 4.2.3.3.1, 4.!.3.3.2, 4.2.4.3.1, 
5.1.3.1, 5.1.3.2, 6.3.1, 6.3.2, 6.3.4, 7.3.1, 
7 .3.2.) In the final role, both the 
population factors and the factors 
reflecting the hazard to the nearest 
individual {or well or intake) are 
evaluated in relation to health-based 
benchmarks in aU pathways. The 
sensitive environment factor in the 
surface water environmental threat is 
weighted in relation to ecological-based 
benchmarks; however, in the soil 
exposure ap.d air migration pathways, 
the sensitive environment factor is 
weighted simply on the basis of · 
exposure to actual contamination, and 
no benchmarks are used. 

The Agency chose to use benchmarks 
in all pathways in response to comments 
that specifically suggested such a 
change; it is also responding to 
comments that the HRS should better 
reflect relative risks and that the 
approaches in all pathways should be 
consistent. The Agency has concluded 
that the concerns expressed by 
commenters outweigh the concerns 
about uncertainties in the evaluation of 
samples collected in air and soil and 
about the lack of regulatory standards 
and criteria on which tD base soil or air 
·benchmarks that led the Agency not to 
include benchmarks for those pathways 
in the proposed rule. In short, EPA 
carefully considered this point and 
concluded that the consistent 
application of benchmarks across all 
pathways provides for the most 
reasonable use of data given the 
purpose of the HRS as a screening tool. 

EPA generally selected specific 
criteria based on applicable or relevant 
and appropriate requirements {ARARs), 
excluding State standards, that have 
been selected for the protection of 
public health and the environment as 
outlined in the NCP (55 FR 8666, March 
B. 1990}.1n the HRS NPRM, EPA 
proposed to use MCLs, maximum 
contaminant level goals {MCI.Gs). and 
screening concentrations (SCs} based on 
cancer slope factors as drinking water 
benchmarks, and Food and Drug 
Administration {IDA} Action Levels as 
benchmarks for the human food chain 
threat. EPA also proposed to use 
Ambient Water Quality Criteria 

(A WQC) as ecological-based 
benchmarks for the environmental 
threat. EPA received 21 comments from 
12 commenters on which benchmarks 
the HRS should use and whether 
additional information should be 
considered in establishing benchmarks. 
Opinion was divided on the use of 
specific types of benchmarks: three 
commenters supported the use of MCLs: 
three did not. Two commenters 
supported the use of MCLGs, two 
opposed such use, and one suggested 
that EPA consider the economic impact 
of using the value of 0 (i.e., the MCLG 
for a carqnogen) as a health-based 
benchmark. Two commenters suggested 
including relevant State drinking water 
standards, and one suggested including 
concentrations based on RIDs. One 
commenter expressed concern that the 
current lack of water quallty standards 
for many substances might make the 
benchmark system ineffective in 
identifying sites that pose a significant 
t..'lreat to human health. Two 
commenters suggested that carcinogen 
weight of evidence should be used in 
establishing SCs (e.g .• the individual risk 
level should be lower for· a Class A 
carcinogen than for a Class B2 
carcinogen}. Two commenters suggested 
considering other important routes of 
exposure {e.g .. inhalation of hazardous 
substances volatilized from water, or 
dermal contact with contaminated 
water) in establishing drinking water 
benchmarks. 

EPA conducted a number of analyses 
on specific benchmarks and on·the 
modification of factors to consider in 
establishing HRS benchmarks. As a 
result of public comments and these 
analyses. EPA has concluded that the 
HRS is improved by including 
concentrations based on nationally 
uniform standards. criteria, or toxicity 
values as health-based or ecological
based benchmarks in all pathways and 
threats. FPA's conclusion is based on 
several considerations. First, the 
addition of benchmarks across all 
pathways and the use of ARARs for 
those benchmarks improves linkages 
with the RI/FS process. That is, the HRS 
benchmarks will be those used most 
frequently dUring RI/F'Ss. and the 
additional points provided by equalling 
or exceeding a benehmark will aid in 
identifying areas requiring follow-up in 
the RI/FS. Second, the internal 
consistency of the HRS is improved by 
using benchmarks because 
concentrations measured at or above 
benchmark levels are treated in a · 
parallel manner across all pathways. 
allowing more consistent and fuller use 
of the relatively costly sampling data 
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collected during the SI. Third, the 
number of hazardous substances for 
which at least one health-based or 
ecological-based benchmark is available 
is increased, allowing for more Ulllform 
assessment of sites nationwide. 

The benchmark criteria that the 
Agency has concluded are most 
appropriate for each pathway and threat 
are listed below. As discussed above, 
EPA agrees with comments suggesting 
that benchmarks also be used in the soil 
exposure and air migration pathways 
and has selected criteria for these 
pathways based upon the kinds of 
factors discussed above. While EPA 
believes the criteria for the soil 
exposure and air migration pathways in 
the final rule are appropriate, it is open 
to any comments that members of the 
public may wish to submit reg~ding 
these criteria and specifically solicits 
such comments at this time. EPA asks 
that any such comments be submitted 
on or before (30 days after the date of 
publication in the Federal Register). 

For the final rule; EPA has selected 
the following types of benchmarks in 
each pathway and threat, subject to any 
revisions in the criteria for air and soil 
exposure that may be made in response 
to comments. (Benchmarks for 
radionuclides are discussed in Section 
III E of this preamble.) 

• Benchmarks in the ground water 
migration pathway and the surface 
water drinking water threat include 
MCLs, non-zero MCLGs, screening 
concentrations [SCs) for non-cancer 
effects based on RIDs for oral_ 
exposures, and SCs for cancer based on 
slope factorsJor oral exposures and to-• 
individual cancer risk (see Table 3-tO). 
Because SCs based on RIDs and slope 
factors are used as drinking water 
benchmarks, MCLGs with a value of 0 
have been dropped as HRS benchmarks. 

• Benchmarks in the surface water 
human food chain threat include FDA 
Action Levels for fish or shellfish, SCs 
·for non-cancer effects based on RIDs for 
oral exposures, and SCs for cancer 
based on slope factors for oral 
exposures and to-s individual cancer 
risk (see Table 4-t7). 

• Benchmarks in the surface water 
environmental threat include A WQC 
and Ambient Aquatic Life Advisory 
Concentrations (AALACs); AALACs 
will be considered as they become 
available (see Table 4-22). 

• Benchmarks in the soil exposure 
pathway include SCs for non-cancer 
effects based on RIDs for oral 
exposures, and SCs for cancer based on 
slope factors for oral exposures-and to-• 
individual cancer risk (see Table ~). 

• Benchmarks in the air migration 
pathway include National Ambient Air 

Quality Standards, National Emission · 
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants 
(NESHAPs) that are expressed in 
ambient concentration units, SCs for 
non-cancer effects based on RIDs for 
inhalation exposures, and SCs for 
cancer based on slope factors for 
inhalation exposures and t0- 6 individual 
cancer risk (see Table ~t4). 

Several commenters suggested 
technical refinements for deriving 
health-based benchmarks. Although 
qualifying information is useful and 
important and is, in fact, used 
extensively in the RI/FS process, the 
benefits of including such information in 
the HRS must be balanced against its 
limited scope and purpose as well as the 
limited data available to determine 
concentration at the point of exposure. 
Consequently, in the final rule: 

• All health-based benchmarks are 
set.in reference to the major exposure 
concern for each pathway or threat (e.g., 
benchmarks in the air migration 
pathway are set in reference to 
inhalation only; benchmarks in drinking 
water, the human food chain threat, and 
the soil exposure pathway are set in 
reference to ingestion), except for 
radionuclides for which external 
exposure is also considered in the soil 
exposure pathway; · 

• All benchmarks are set in reference 
to uniform exposure assumptions that 
are consistent with RI/FS procedures 
(e.g .• water consumption is assumed to 
be two liters per day; body weight is 
assumed to be 70 kg); 

• State_ water quality standards and 
other State or local regulations are not 
included as benchmarks because they 
would introduce regional variation in 
theHRS; 

• A hierarchy has been developed to 
provide a single benchmark 
concentration for each hazardous 
substance by pathway and threat; and 

• Qualitative weight-of-evidence is · 
not used in deriving SCs for carcinogens. 

In the NPRM, EPA requested 
comments on how many tiers (levels) of 
actual contamination to consider when 
weighting populations relative to 
benchmarks (i.e., which of three . 
alternative methods presented should be 
adopted). EPA received two comments 
on this issue and three related 
comments regarding the weighting 
factors for each level. One commenter 
supported Alternative 2 (i.e., use of two 
levels of observed contamination and 
one level of potential contamination). 
Another commenter suggested that 
Level n and Level III concentrations be 
combined to include the range of 
contaminant levels above background, 
but below health-based benchmarks. A 
third commenter suggested that the 

weighting factors for each level be 
reconsidered. A fourth commenter 
suggested that Y1ooo of a benchmark 
factor is inappropriate because it is 
excessively conservative and difficult to 
detect. The fifth commenter suggested 
that because Level III represents 
concentrations with cancer risks below 
to- 7, populations exposed to Levellll 
concentrations should not be considered 

-in the population category of drinking 
water threats. 

EPA conducted a number of analyses 
on the subject of benchmark tiers and 
has dropped Level III contamination. In 
the final rule, Level I contamination is 
defined as concentration levels for 
targets which meet the criteria for actual 
contamination (see § 2.5 of the final 
rule) and are at or above media-specific 
benchmark levels; Level ll 
contamination is defined as 
concentration levels for targets which 
either meet the-criteria for actual 
contamination but are less than media
specific benchmarks, or meet the criteria 
for actual contamination based on direct 
observation; and potential 
contamination is defined as targets that 
are potentially subject to releases (i.e., 
targets that are not associated with 
actual contamination for that pathway 
or threat). These .three tiers are used to 
assign values to both the nearest 
individual( or well or intake) and the 
population factors. As a result of EPA's 
analyses of benchmark issues, the 
weighting assigned to Level I and Level 
n contamination has been changed and 
made consistent across pathways. For 
example, Level I populations are now 
multiplied by a factor of tO in all 
pathways. As in the proposed rule, 
potentially contaminated populations 
and nearest individuals (or wells or 
intakes) are distance or dilution 
weighted. 

The proposed rule summed the ratios 
of all hazardous substances to their 
individual benchmarks as a means of 
defining the level of actual 
contamination, and EPA requested 
comments on the appropriateness of this 
approach to scoring multiple substances 
detected in drinking water. Of the tO 
comments in response to this proposal, 
nine strongly opposed the proposed 
approach, particularly when applied to 
drinking water standards (i.e., MCLs), 
MCLGs, and noncarcinogens. One 
commenter supported the proposed 
approach. 

EPA has decided to retain the 
summing of ratios of hazardous 
substances to their individual 
benchmarks. but in a modified form. The 
final rule suins measures of carcinogenic
and noncarcinogenic effects separately; 
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concentrations specified in regulatory 
lim.its {e.g~; NAAQS, MCLs, or FDA 
Action Levels) are not included in the 
summing algorithm. EPA recognizes that 
a more preciSe estimate of relative risk 
would be obtained by summing the 
ratios of hazardous substances to their 
individual RID-based conrentrations by 
segregating substances according to 
major effect. target organ; and 
mechanism of action. In fact, such a 
segregation is recommended dining the 
RI/FS. However, health-based 
benchmarks are used in the HRS to 
provide a higher weight to populations 
exposed to hazardous substances at 
levels that might result in adverse health 
effects. As a consequence, EPA believes 
that use of the summed ratios of 
huardous substances within pathways 
and threats to their individual RID
based benchmark levels is appropriate 
for the screening purpose of the HRS. 

EPA proposed and solicited comments 
on a range of1o-' to 10-7 for individual 
cancer risk levels of concern in 
establishing levels of actual 
contamination with respect to health
based benchmarks. EPA received eight 
comments concerning this risk range. 
Four commenters suggested restricting 
the range to to-• to to-•. primarily 
because this range would be consistent 
with risk levels identified in the NCP 
and used by other EPA regulatory 
progr$ms. Three commenters said the 
SCs for carcinogens should be the 11r' 
individual cancer risk level. One 
commenter stated that to-• to 10-7 

generally is the risk range considered for 
Superfund response. The final rule 
defines only two levels of actual 
contamination: significantly 'above 
background and equal to or above 
benchmark, and significantly above 
background but less than benchmark. 
When an applicable or relevant and 
appropri8te requirement does riot exist 
for a carcinogen. EPA &elects remedies 
resulting in cumulative risks that fall 
within a range of 10-4 to 10-6 

incremental individual lifetime cancer 
risk based on the use of reliable cancer 
potency information. EPA has selected 
the to-• screening risk level in defining 
the HRS benchmark level for cancer risk 
because it is the lower end of the cancer 
risk range (i.e., to-• to 11r'J identified in 
the NCP and used by other EPA 
regulatOry programs. 

Two commenter5 objected to 
assigning releases of substances with no 
benchmarks to Level n as a default 
value. One sl!ggested as$igning 
unknowns to Level m because 
substanCes that are frequently released 
or are kitown or suspected to cause · 
health problems are studied before 

those that are not. The other objected 
because .. the absence of data is not 
data." 

Because EPA bas decided to adopt a 
benchmark system incorporating only 
two levels of actual contamination, the 
default level is Level n. If none of the 
hazardous substances eligible to be 
evaluated at a sampling location has an 
applicable benchmark, but actual 
contamination has been established, the 
actual contamination at the location is 
assigned to Level n. . 
/. Use Factors 

The proposed HRS inCluded factors to 
assign values to uses of potentially 
affected resources in the three migration 
pathways: ground water use (drinking 
water and other) .in the ground water 
migration pathway, drinking water and 
other use and fiShery use in the surface 
water migration pathway, and land use 
in the air migration pathway. 

EPA received a number of comments 
on each of these factors. The 
commenters raised specific objections to 
distinctions drawn amODg various 
potential uses and to the weights 
assigned to those uses. For example, for 
the ground water use factor, some 
commenters asserted that the HRS 
should not delineate between private 

· and public water supply contamination. 
For the surface water use factors, a 
commenter recommended a range of 
assigned values for irrigation of 
commercial food or forage crops· 
because of variations in rates of uptake 
of hazardous substam:es. For the land 
use factor, two commeoters urged giving 
greater consideration to institutional 
land use because· of the sensitive 
populations that would be exposed 

Partly in response to these·comments. 
and in an effort to simplify the HRS, 
EPA bas substantially revised the 
method of incorporating resource nse 
information in targets factor categories. 
The field test indicated that collecting 
data·on each of the use factors involved 
considerable effort at many sites. In 
addition. because of weighting factors 
applied to potentially contaminated 
popuJations, at sites with no actual 
contamination. use factors were 
contributing more to the ~rgets value 
than were large populations. As some 
commenters pointed out, the use factors 
mixed concerns about human health 
with concerns about the value of the 
resource and, therefore, were partially 
redundant with population factors. To 
avoid redundancy with human health 
concerns as evaluated through the 
population factor; EPA ha:s made maj<lr 
changes in bow resour& uses are 
evaluated and scored in the final rule. 

In each migration pathway; the use 
factors have been replaced bv a · 
resources factor that assigns values to 
resources appropriate for the pathway. 
In addition. a resoiirces factor has been 
added to the soil exposure pathway. The 
resources factor for a pathway is 
assigned a maximum of five points if 
any of the resource uses for that 
pathway exists within the target 
distance limit in the ground water or 
surface water migration pathway, within 
one-half mile of a source in the air 
migration pathway, or within an area of 
observed contamination in the soil 
exposure pathway. H none of the uses 
exists, the factor is assigned a value of 
0. 

The resources factor in the ground 
water migration path'(A,--ay assigns a 
value of 5 for wells supplying water for 
irrigation of commercial food or 
com1nercial forage aops (five-acre 
minimum), watering ofcommercial 
livestock. as an ingredient in 
commercial food preparation, or as a · 
supply for commercial aquaculture or _for 
a major or designated water recreation 
area (excluding drinking water use )-for 
example, water parks (see § 3~.3). A 
value of 5 is also assigned if the water in 
the aquifer is usable for drinking water, 
but not used. 

- The resources factor in the drinking 
water threat of the surface water 
migration pathway assigns a value of 5 _ 
if the surface water is designated by a 
State for drinking water use but not 
used, or is usable but not used for 
drinking water. In addition. points may 
be assjgn~ for intakes supplying water 
for irrigation of commercial food or . 
commercial forage crops (five-acre 
minimum}. watering of commercial 
livestock. as an ingredient in 
commercial food preparation. or if the 
water body is used as a major or 
designated water recreation ·area (see 
§ 4.1.2.3.3). The fishery use factor has 
been deleted to avoid double-counting 
of fisheries. 

In the air migration pathway, the 
resources factor is assigned a value of 5 
if there is commercial agriculture or 
commercial silviculture, or a maj<lr or 
designated recreation area: within a half 
mile of a source {see § 6.3.3). The 
distance of one-half mile for the 
agriculturaL sllvicultural. and 
recreational areas was detennined by 
the distance weighting faCtors for the air 
migration pathWily. which reflect the 
rapid diminishing of air contaminant 
concentrations beyond one-half mile 
from a source. Therefore, resources 
beyond this distance are·not considered 
in this pathway. 
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A ~so~s.Jac_t~ h~ also .bee~ _ 
added to the resiii~t.popula\ion threat 
of the soil exposure pathway; The factor 
is assigned a value of sif therers· . 
commercial agricultUre, commercial 
. silvicultUre, or comnierciallivestoCk . 
production or grazing on an area of 
observed contaniination at the site. - . 

f. Sensitive~Environments 
The proposed rule expanded the list of 

senSitive environinenls considerably 
and, 'for the suiface water and air 
pathways, CQunted all Sensitive · · 
eriVfron.inents within the target-distance 
liniit, rather than just the one with the 
h~ahest as~igne·d va.Iue;ior·~·:soil 
exposure path-way, only the sensitive 
environment assigned the highest value 
was: counted. Potentially- contaminated 
sensitive ~vironmtimts were distance/ 
dilution weighted; in the surface water 
environmental threat, actual 
contamination of sensitive environments 
was evaluated on the basis.of 
ecological-baaed benchmarks. 

EPArecehred relatively few 
.comments on i&Sues-related to sensitive 
enfuoriments. However, participants in 
the field test requested ~larification of 
tm-ee categ9ries of sensitive 
environments fuvolving spawning areas, 
migratory pathways, and feeding areas 
critical for the maintenance of a fish 
species within a river system, coastal 
emba~en~. ·or estuary. In particular. . 
critical migratory pathways and feeding 
areas were difficult to identify and 
seemed 1o provide little discrimination 
among surface waters in some areas of 
the country. ·' . · 

EPA has redefined critical spawning 
a -eas to include shellfish beds; and has 
limited the areas to those used for 
intense or concentrated spawning by a 
given speCies. Critical migratory 
pathways and feeding areas have been 
combined into a single category and -' 
limited to anadromous fish (i.e.; fish that 
ascend from the ocean to spawn), which 
face special problems in migrating 
substantial distances between the ocean 
and their spawping areas. These feeding 
areas are further restricted to only those 
areas in which the fish spend extended 
periods of time. Examples include areas 
where juveniles of anadromous species 
feed for prolonged periods (e.g., weeks) 
as they prepare to migratefromfresh 
water to the ocean, and holding areas 
along the adult migratory pathways. 

Terrestrial areas used for breeding by 
large or dense aggregations of 
vertebrates (e.g., heron rookery, sea lion 
breeding beach) have been added to the 
list of sensitive environments to parallel 
the spawning areas listed for fish . 
species. Water segments designated by 
a State as not attaining toxic water 

quality.standards have been. removed 
because ~ese environment!! are already 
degraded and thus are not analQgous to 
the other sensitive environmentS listed. 
Also,the assi&ned value for State . 
designated areas for protection or 
maintenance of aquatic life has been 
changed from 50 points to 5 points (see 
Table 4-23 in fin.al rule) to be consistent 
with the points assigned imder the 
resources factor for State designated 
areas for drinking water use~ · 

In response to public comment, . 
National Monuments have been added 
to the 1()()-point category on.the list of 

. terrestrial sensitive environments 
consid~ed under _the soil exposure 
pathway. "State designated natural 
areas·~ and "partiCular areas, relatively 
small in size, important to the 
maintenance of unique biotic 
communities" were also added to the 
list of terrestrial sensitive enVironments 
in response to public comment. These 
latter two categories were already 
considered in the air and surface water 
pathway evaluation of sensitive 
environments. (See Table 5-5.) 

The inethod for evaluating wetlands 
has been revised, partially because. 
participants in the field test had 
difficulty identifying dis~te wetlands. 
Some wetlands were patchy and could 
be classified as one large or m~y small 
wetlands. Other wetlands were divided 
by riverS or roads, or chariged from one 
type of wetland to another, making it 
unclear whether more than one wetland 
should be counted. To eliminate these 
difficulties. wetlands are now evaluated 
on the basis of size and level of 
contamination. In the air migration 
pathway, wetlands are evaluated based 
on acreage and level of contamination 
(see§ 6.3.4); in the surfacewater 
migration pathway, wetlands are 
evaluated by limiar frontage along the 
surface water hazardous substance 
migration path and level of · 
contamination (see§ 4.1.4.3.1). 
Distinguishing among wetlands on the 
basis of size and level of contamination 
should improve the discriminating 
ability of the sensitive environments 
factor. In the drier portions of the 
country, where even small wetlands 
(e.g., prairie potholes) are very 
important, small wetlands may also 
qualify as "particular areas, relatively 
small in size, important to the 
maintenance of unique biotic 
communities." 

Sensitive environments other than 
wetlands are not evaluated on the basis 
of size for several reasons. Most other 
HRS sensitive environments tend to be 
less common and less widely distributed 
nationally than wetlands (e.g., see EPA's 
1989 Field Test of the Proposed Revised 

HRSj and, therefore. their numbers and 
boundaries tend to be easier to identify. 
In addition, the value of many sensitive 
environments is independent of size; for 
example, the size of a critical habitat of 
an endangered species may vacy solely 
due to the type of species present. 
FUrthermore, potential or actual 
contamination of even a small po~tiop of 
many sensitive environments-for _ 
example, a wildlife refug~tends to be . 
viewed as unacceptable. 

An. ecosystem bioaccumula tion 
potential factor has been added to the 
waste characteristics factor category of 
the surface water environmental threat 
in response to comments that hazardous 
substances that demonstrate an ability 
to bind to sediments and/ or to · 
bioaccumulate (e.g., PCBs. mercury) tend 
to pose the greatest long-term threats to 
aquatic organisms. The accumtilation of 
hazardous substances in the aquatic 
food chain can result in adverse effects 
in aquatic species and in other animals 
that ingest aquatic species (e.g., 
waterfowl). The ecosystem 
bioaccumulation potential factor differs 
slightly from the bioaccumulation 
potential factor in the human food chain 
threat, primarily in that all BCF data are 
considered in deriving it and not just 
BCF data for human food chain 
organisms. 

The EPA ambient aquatic life 
advisory concentrations (AALACs) have 
been added to the data hierarchy used 
to assign the ecosystem toxicity value 
(see § 4.1.4.2.1.1). The Natural Heritage 
Program alternative sensitive 
environment rating factors have been 
removed from the rule because of 
problems that arose during the field 
tests; field test participants found that 
the availability of information varied 
substantially among States. Howeve~. a 
Natural Heritage Program Data Center 
can assist in identifying many of the 
sensitive environment types listed in 
Tables 4-23 and 5-5. 

K. Use of Available Data 

A number of commenters stated that 
all available data should be used when 
.scoring a site. Several cited the tiered 
approach to hazardous waste quantity 
as a model that could be applied to 
other factors. Under this method, -where 
data are available, they would be used; 
where data are not available, defaults or 
more generalized approaches would be 
applied. Several commenters 
specifically suggested using this 
approach for ground water flow 
direction and for scoring mining sites. 
These commenters argued that it would 
be less expensive and time-consuming 
to use available data when scoring a site 
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than to wait until the remedial 
investigation to consider the additional 
information. · 

EPA considered modifying the HRS to 
allow the use of additional data, but 
determined that further expanding the 
HRS to account for varying levels of 
data availability is inconsistent with the 
HRS's role as an initial screening tool. 
·Adding tiers to various factors to 
accommodate the use of all available 
data would make the HRS considerably 
more difficult to apply and could lead to 
substantial inconsistencies in how sites 
are investigated and evaluated.' EPA 
Regions;and States would have to 
determine, for each set of data 
presented. whether the data quality was 
good enough for the data to be 
considered. Debates over decisions on 
data quality coUld delay scoring and. 
ultimately, delay cleanup at sites. 
Therefore, the Agency believes that the 
limited use of tiers in the final HRS 
represents a reasonable tradeoff 
between the need to limit the 
complexity of the system and the desire 
to accommodate risk-related 
information that is generally outside the 
scope of a site inspection. 

1.. Ground Water Migration Pathway 

The proposed rule included a number 
of significant changes in the ground 
water migration pathway: new 
hydrogeologic factors were added; 

populations were distance weighted 
unless exposed to actual contamination: 
a maximally exposed individual (MEl) 
factor was added; the target distance 
limit was extended; a mobility factor 
was added and combined with toxicity; 
and a wellhead protection area factor 
was added. Figure 5 shows the proposed 
ground water migration pathway and 
the final rule pathway. 

Ground water ftow direction. Neither 
the original HRS nor the proposed HRS 
directly considered ground water flow 
direction in evaluating targets. The 
proposed HRS indirectly considered 

· ground water flow direction by 
weighting populations based on actual 
and potential contamination of drinking 
water wells. 

EPA received 50 letters from 40 
commenters on this issue; 27 letters 
responded to the ANPRM, 21 to the 
NPRM, and two to the field test report. 
Commenters included eight States, three 
Federal agencies, the mining, petroleum, 
chemical, and cement industries, 
utilities, and professional engineers. The 
commenters supported the consideration 
of ground water flow direction: data, at 
least in s01ne circumstances. Numerous 
commenters urged the use of ground 
water flow direction data when they are 
either available or easily obtained. They 
suggested several methods to 
incorporate flow direction, including: 

• Considering use of a radial impact 
area when directional release routes can 
be determined. Only a half circle with a 
three-mile radius for the downgradient 
portion [and a half-mile radius for the 
rest of the circle) should be considered 
when scoring; 

• Differentiating between upgradient 
and downgradient areas using . 
topographic maps, evaluating water 
levels at wells, and noting the presence 
of major surface water bodies; -

• Expending the effort to obtain 
accurate data and considering selected 
upgradient locations as a precaution 
against unanticipated anomalies; 

• Excluding drinking water wells 
where analytical data prove no 
contamination is present; 

• Having a "professional" review 
available information and conduct a site 
visit; 

• Using available flow direction data 
and developing regionally based 
defaults when no data are available; 

• Installing piezometers to determine 
·flow direction in the PA/SI phase and 
when no ground water flow· data are 
available; 

• Incorporating ground water flow 
direction into the "depth to aquifer" and 
"distance to nearest well/population 
served" scores; and 

• Affordiilg responsible parties the 
opportunity to determine flow direction. 
BILLING CODE 6560-50-11 

MalloyK
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Figure 5-
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ComiJ?,enters suggested that data on 
ground water flow are either readily 
available or can be easily obtained at 
reasonable cost and are no more 
imprecise than other aspects of the HRS. 
Some commenters stated that the level 
of effort required to estimate the 
·direction of ground water flow is no 
greater than that required to determine 
other hydrogeologic para~eters in the 
HRS. 

EPA reviewed a range of options for 
considering ground water flow direction 
in evaluating targets. For the reasons 
discussed above under "Use of 
Available Data," the Agency decided 
that it was not feasible to adopt a tiered 
approach in the targets factors for 
evaluating ground water flow direction. 
EPA does not agree that increased 
accuracy warrants the increased. 
complexity of accounting for ground 
water flow direction, because this level 
of accuracy is not required for a 
~creening tool that is intended to assess 
relative risk. This level of accuracy, 
however. is needed to determine the 
extent of remedial action and, therefore, 
is appropriate at the time of the RI. 

EPA disagrees with the argument that 
determining ground water flow direction 
is no more difficult than determining 
other ground water factors. Aquifer 
interconnections and discontinuities as 
well as hydraulic conductivity and 
depth to aquifer, which are evaluated in 
the final rule, are geologic features that 
are unlikely to change over the short
term. In contrast. ground water flow 
direction can be influenced by factors 
such as seasonal flows and pumping 
from well fields. In addition. the ground 
water flow direction may b~ different in 
each aquifer at the site, and the 
direction of hazardous substance 
migration is not always the same as the 
direction of ground water flow. 
Therefore, data on ground water flow 
direction would need to be considerably 
more extensive than would the data 
required to document the other 
hydrogeologic factors. EPA notes that in 
the fmal rule, many of the other 
hydrogeologic factors considered have 
been simplified and the sorptive 
capacity factor has been dropped. EPA 
also notes that ground water flow 
direction was not identified in SARA as 
a portion of the HRS requiring further 
examination, even though ground water 
flow direction was not considered in the 
original HRS and the Agency had 
received criticism similar to the above 
comments prior to enactment of SARA. 

Although the final rule does not 
consider ground water flow direction 
directly in evaluating targets, it does 
consider flow direction indirectly in the 

method used to evaluate target 
popu)ations. If wells have npt been 
contaminated by the site, as the 
commenters assume upgradient wells 
would not be, the population drawing 
from those wells is distance weighted 
and, thus, populations drawing from the 
wells would have to be substantial 
before a large number of points could be 
assigned. Moreover, in addition to 
providing a measure of the poJlulation at 
risk from the site, the target factors 
afford a measure of the value of the 
ground water resources in1he area of 
the site and of the potential need for 
expanded uses of the ground water. 

Aquifer intert;onnections. Aquifer 
interconnections facilitate the transfer 
of ground water or hazardous 
substances between aquifers. The final 
rule specifies that if aquifer 
interconnections occur within two miles 
of the sources at the site (or within areas 
of oQserved ground water contamination 
attributed to sources at the site that 
extend beyond two miles from the 
sources), the interconnected aquifers are 
treated as a single aquifer for the 
purposes of scoring the site. Thus, for 
example, when an observed release to a 
shallow aquifer has been identified, 
targets using deeper aquifers 
interconnected to the shallow aquifer 
are included in the evaluation of the 
combined aquifer. This approach is 
common to the original as well as the 
revised HRS. 

In practice, EPA has found that 
studies in the field to determine whether 
aquifers are interconnected in the 
vicinity of a site will generally require 
resources more consistent with remedial 
investigations than Sis, espeCially where 
installation of deep wells is necessary to 
conduct aquifer testing. Thus, EPA has 
in the past relied largely on existing 
information to make such 
determinations and the Agency finds it 
necessary to continue that approach. 
Examples of the types of information 
useful in identifying aquifer 
interconnections were given in the 
proposed rAe. This information includes 
literature or well logs indicating that no 
lower relative hydraulic conductivity 
layer or confining layer separates the 
aquifers being assessed (e.g .• presence 
of a layer with a hydraulic conductivity 
lower by two or more orders of 
magnitude); literature or well logs 
indicating that a lower relative 
hydraulic conductivity layer or confining 
layer separating the aquifers is not 
continuous through the two-mile radius · 
(i.e., hydrogeologic interconnections 
between the aquifers are identified); 
evidence that withdrawals of water 
from one aquifer (e.g., pumping tests, 

aquifer tests, well tests) affect water 
level!! in anoth.er aquifer; and observed 
migration of any constituents from one 
aquifer to another within two miles. For 
this last type of information, the 
mechanism of vertical migration does 
not have to be defmed. and the 
constituents do not have to be 
attributable to the site being evaluated. 
Other mechanisms that can cause 
interconne_ction (e.g., boreholes, mining 
activities, faults, etc.) will also be 
considered. While the descriptive text 
has been removed from the rule, the · 
approaches mentioned in the proposed 
rule will be used in making aquifer 
interconnection determinations. In 
general, EPA will base such 
determinations on the best information 
available; in the absence of definitive 
studies and where costs of field studies 
are prohibitive, the Agency will rely on 
expert opinion (e.g .• U.S. Geological 
Survey staff or State geologists). In the 
absence of such information, EPA 
assumes that aquifers are not 
interconnected. 

Ground water potential to release 
factors. EPA proposed replacing the 
depth to the aquifer of concern and 
permeability factors of the original HRS 
with depth to aquifer/hydraulic 
conductivity and sorptive capacity 
factors. EPA received more than 75 
comments on these factors, in addition 
to general comments on evaluating 
ground water potential to release in 
response to the ANPRM. 

Several commenters supported 
consideration of depth to aquifer in 
evaluating the ground water migration 
pathway. One commenter stated that 
use of a depth to aquifer/hydraulic 
conductivity matrix, which was · 
intended to reflect travel time to ground 
water, was an improvement over 
considering these two parameters 
individually and additively. Concerns 
were raised. however, about how to 
determine depth to aquifer. In addition, 
commenters stated that the two-mile 
radius for evaluating hydrogeologic 
factors should be extended to four miles. 
while others commented that the 
distance should be measured from 
vertical J)oints as near to the source as 
possible. . 

Commenters generally supported the 
proposal to include hydraulic 
conductivity, although many believed 
that the proposed method was too 
complicated; several commenters 
suggested that the single least 
conductive layer(s) should be used. 
Another concern was the lack of data 
for determining hydraulic conductivity. 
One commenter stated that unless data 
can confirm that the geologic strata 
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extend throughout the entire area of a 
site, assigning a hydraulic conductivity 
value is highly questionable. 

Some commenters offered alternative 
approaches to evaluating hydraulic 
conductivity. These included replacing 
the proposed method with: 

• Assigned "confidence lel.'els" tied to 
professional estimates based on regional 
data and judgment; 

• Consideration of actual travel time 
in the unsaturated zone; or 

• An ·as,umption of maXimum . 
hydraulic conductivity among the 
various geological layers below the site. 

More than 20 comments were reQ!ived 
on the sorptive capacity factor, but there 
was little consensus among the 
commenters. A nmnber of commenters .· 
agreed that the factor should be added, 
but stated that the approach was not 
detailed enough and that more waste
and site-specific information .should be 
required. Other commenters agreed that 
the factor was an improvemen~ but said 
that sorptive capacity should be 
dropped because the waste- and site
specific information needed for an 
aecurate evaluation cannot be collected 
during a screening process. Others said 
that it was too complex as proposed and 
should be dropped. 

Based on these comments and the 
field test results, EPA examined the 
depth to aquifer/hydraulic conductivity 
and sorptive capacity factors. The 
examination showed Lltat the lowest 
hydraulic conductivity layer(s} 
accounted for almost all of the travel 
time to the aquifer if a.one-foot or three
foot minimum layer thickness was used. 
Accordingly, in the fmal rule, the depth 
to aquifer/hydraulic conductivity factor 
has been replaced with a simpler factor, 
travel time, which is determined using a 
matrix of the hydraulic conductivity and 
thickness of the lowest hydraulic 
conductivity layer(s) with at least a 
three-foot thickness. (See § 3.1.2.4 and 
Table 3-7 of the fiital rule.} 

To conform with the change limiting 
the travel time factor to the least 
conductive layer(s), and to meet the goal 
of simplification. a change to the 
sorptive capacity factor was necessary. 
The proposed rule evaluated this factor 

using all layers between the source and· 
the aquifer. In reexamining this factor. 
EPA concluded that depth to aquifer is 
one of the major parameters affecting 
total sorbent content. at least within the 
HRS ranges for the factor. Depth to 
aquifer al~ indirectly reflects 
geochemical retardation mechanisms 
because, all else being equal, the effect 
of these retardation mechanisms 
increases as the depth to aqu}fer 
increases. At the field test sites, using 
only the layer(s) of lowest hydraulic 
conductivity decreased the calculated 
sorbent content between to and 99 . 
percent For these reasoDs. EPA bas ·' 
decided to replace the sorptive capacity 
factor with a depth to aquifer factor. 
(See § 3.1.2.3 and Table 3-5 of the final 
rule). 

M. Surface Water Migration Pathway 
The proposed rule made major 

changes to the evaluation of releases or 
threatened releases to surface water. 
The pathway was divided into four 
threats: drinking water, human food 
chain, recreational use, and 
environmental. Other changes included 
consideration o(flood pcitential; revision 
of potential overland flow; addition of 
dilution weights for potentially 
contaminated populations; extension of 
the target distance limit to 15 miles; 
revision of the persistence factor to 
consider more degradation mechanisms; 
addition of a bioaccumulation factor for 
evaluation of human food chain 
toxicity /persistence and populations; 
addition of ecosystem toxicity to 
evaluate the environmental threat; and 
addition of a maximally exposed 
individual factor (MEl} factor to the · 
drinking water threat. FigUre 6 shows 
the. proposed rule and the overland 
flow /flood migration component of the 
surface water migration pathway in the 
final rule. 

Recreational use threat. SARA stated 
that the HRS should consider threats to 
surface water used for recreation and 
drinking water, and the proposed HRS _ 
included a recreational use threat in the 
surface water migration pathway. A 
number of States, several companies 
and trade associations, and two Federal 

agencies identified problems with the 
proposed recreational use threat .. Some 
commenters objected to weighting it as 
heavily as the drinking water threat, 
while others suggested that evaluating 
the threat was too complicated for use 
in a screening tool. Many commenters 
said that proposed methods for 
assigning values to recreation areas 
were too broadly drawn and that a 
limited number of recreation areas 
should be considered. Two com~enters 
suggested using actual attendance data, 
and one commenter suggested that 
recreational uses be considered in other 
pathways as well. 

EPA's field test indicated that the 
recreational use threat evaluation was 
too complex for HRS purposes and, at 
the same time, was not very accurate. 
Several field test participants 
commented that the ~ation target 
population was difficult to evaluate and 
that the approach for determining 
population was inaccurate and time
consuming. In addition. the population 
factor did not provide meaningful 
discrimination among sites. The 
proposed rule used the physical 
characteristics {e.g., capital 
improvements) ofa recreational site as 
the basis for determining the distance 
limit used to evaluate population. but 
because major and minor sites may 
have the same types of capital 
improvements (e.g., boat ramps. picnic 
facilities). the same distance limit could 
be associated with a minor recreation 
area and a major recreation area. The 
alternative approach would be to 
require actual use data to evaluate 
targets; however, site~specific 
population data are not available for 
many recreation areas, making it 
difficult to obtain accurate estimates of 
the population at risk. The target 
distance limits, which ranged from 10 to 
125 miles. also contributed to the -
problems with evaluating targets. The 
Agency invited comments on refining 
these calculations; no alternative 
ap~ ·oaches were suggested, and EPA 
did not identify viable alternatives. 
BIUJNG ~ &560-"..o-111 
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Figure6 
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EPA is also concerned that many 
qualities of reereation areas {e.g., 
uniqueness. attractiveness, value) 
cannot be readily quantified or 
measured, which poses significant . 
problems for a scfeening tool. Therefore. 
the recreational use threat bas been 
removed from the final rule. IRstead. 
factors related to recreational use are 
bein8 included in the assessment of 
resource factors in the air, surface 
water, and ground water migration 
pathways. (See the discussion of 
resources factors above and U 3.3..3. 
4.1.2.3.3. 4.2.2.3.3. and 6.3.3 of the rule.) 
RecreatiORal use is also a major 
component of the evaluation of the 
attractiveness/accessibility factor in the 
soil exposure pathway {see§ 5.2.1.1 of 
the rule). 

Human food chain. SARA requires 
that EPA consider "the damage to 
natural resources which may affect the 
human food chain * " ""Accordingly, 
the surface water migration pathway of 
the proposed rule included evaluation of 
threats to human l,t.ealth via the aquatic 
food chain. 

A number of commenters suggested 
that terrestrial food chain threats should 
also be evaluated because most of the 
food eaten in the United States 
originates on land, and the teiTestrial 
human food chain is, therefore, more 
important than the aquatic human food 
chaiit. Commenters specifically stated 
that the HRS should account for human 
food chain threats involving irrigated 
crops. livestock, and game animals. One 
commenter stated that the SARA 
mandate would not be fulfilled if only 
aquatic human food chain threats were 
evaluated. 

After conducting an investigation into 
possible methnls, EPA determined that 
it would not be practical to include a 
separate evaluation of terrestrial human 
food chain threats in the HRS. The 
terrestrial food chain is more complex 
and site-specific and is less understood 
than the aquatic food chain, and its 
assessment requires considerably more 
data. These factors render evaluation of 
the relative risks associated with the 
terrestrial human food chain well 
beyond the capability of a screening 
system such as the HRS. The fmal rule, 
therefore, does not separately evaluate 
terrestrial human food chain threats. 
These threats are. however, considered 
indirectly under the resources target 
components in the air migration 
pathway, ground water migration 
pathway, soil exposure pathway, and 
drinking water threat portion of the 
surface water migration pathway. 

The proposed rule required the 
estimation of bioactumulation 
potentials for hazardous substances 

posing threats Via the human food chain. · 
One commenter stated that the 
estimation of bioaccumulation 
potentials requires excessive time and 
resources, and that this step should be 
dropped from the HRS. 

EPA disagrees and considers the 
bioaccumulation potentials of hazardous 
substances to be among the most 
important factors derennining the degree 
of human health threat posed by 
substances via the human food chain. 
Substances that do not bioaccumulate 
pose less of a threat via the human food 
chain than substances that 
bioactmnulate. all else being equal. 
Conversely, substances with high 
bioaccmilulatioti potentials can pose 
very significant threats via the human 
food chain even if they are only 
moderately toxic. or are present in 
modest quantities. EPA believes that 
compiling_ bioaccmnalation potential 
tables wiD reduce the effort and 
resources required to score this factor. 

EPA received several comments 
stating that bioaccumulation potential 
was not given sufficient weight in the 
evaluation of human food chain threats. 
EPA evaluated the use of 
bioaccumulation potential during the 
field test and detennined that there was 
considerable uncertainty related to this 
factor, in part because of major 
differences in uptake associated with 
different species in different 
environments. In addition. 
bioconcentration values have been 
computed for only a few species for 
most substances. In light of this 
uncertainty, EPA deci(led that 
bioaccumulation potential should not be 
given additional weight in the HRS. In 
addition, as part of the structural 
changes discussed in Section m B, the 
bioaccumulation potential factor was 
moved from the targets factor category 
to the waste characteristics factor 
cat2gory so that it i8 evaluated 
consistently with the other waste 
characteristics factors that reflect 
exposure. As part of these changes, the 
use of the bioaccumulation potential 
factor in selecting the substance posing 
the greatest hazard also has been 
modified. 

The fmal rule broadens the defmition 
of actual contamination of the human 
food chain by modifying one criterion 
and adding a new criterion defining 
actual contamination. The proposed rule 
defined a fishery as actually 
contaminated if (:f) the fishery was 
closed as a result of contamination and 
a substance for which the fishery was 
closed had been documented in an 
observed release from the site, or (2) a 
tissue sample from a human food chain 
organism from the fishery was found to 

contain a hazardous substance at a 
concentration lev.el exceeding the 
FDAAL for that substance in fish tissue 
and the substance had been documented 
in an observed release from the site. In 
both cases, at least a portion of the 
fishery must be within the boundaries of 
the observed release. 

Under the final rule, the former 
criterion (closed fishery} remains 
essentially unchanged. The latter 
criterion {tissue contamination) has 
been modified: A fishery is considered 
actually contaminated if the 
concentration of a hazardous substance 
in tissue of an essentially sessile benthic 
hurilan food chain organism from the 
watershed is at a level that meets the 
criteria for an observed release from the 
site and at least a portion of the fishery 
is within the boundaries of the observed 
release. A new criterion has also been 
added: A fishery is considered actually 
contaminated if a hazardous substance 
having a bioaccumulation potential 
factor value of 500 or greater either is 
present in an observed release 
established by direct observation or is 
present in a surface water or sediment 
sample at a level that meets the criteria 
for an observed release from the site 
and at lwt a portion of the fiShery is 
within the boundaries of the observed 
release. Only the portion of a fishery 
within the boundaries of an observed 
release is considered actually 
contaminated. 

EPA broadened the definition of 
actually contaminated fisheries on the 
basis of field test results. With the more 
narrow definition in the proposed rule. 
few actually contaminated fisheries 
were identified because: 

{1} Closed fisheries did not exist at 
most sites; 

{2} Hazaroous substance 
concentration data from tissues of 
applicable organisms were available for 
only a small portion of fisheries; and 

(3) FDAALs exist for only a relatively 
small number of hazardous substances. 

The final rule also introduces two 
levels of actually contaminated fisheries 
or portions of fisheries: 

• Level 1: Applicable when 
concentrations of site-related hazardous 
substances meeting the criteria for 
actual contamination of the fishery 
equal or exceed the benchmark 
concentration levels established in the 
fmal rule based on FDAALs. screening 
concentrations corresponding to 
elevated cancer risks. and screening 
concentrations corresponding to 
elevated chronic. non-cancer toxicity 
risks ·via oral exposures. The final rule 
allows Level I contamination to be 
established based on hazardous 
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substance concentrations in tissue 
samples· from "organisms other than 

.. essentially sessile benthic organisms" . 
.(e.g., fish,lobsters, crabs), even though 
these organisms.cannot be used to 
establish observed releases or actual 
contalnination. . · · · · . 
· • Level II: Applicable to all actually 

contaminated fisheri_e~ (or portions of 
!ictually cOntaminated fish¢riesl not 
meeting Level I criteria. · · 

The fi?al rule assigns human food · 
chain populations associated with Level 
I concentrations tenfold greater weight 
than those associated with Level ll . 
concentrations. The finai rule also . 
·describes the procedures for 
determining, where applicable, the parl 
of a fishery suJ:>ject to Levell · 
. conCentrations, the part subject to Level 
II concentrations, and/ or the part 
subject to potential contamination. 

EPA received several cOmments 
suggesting that, to be consistent with the 
other threats, a maximally exposed 
individual factor should be incorporated 
into·the human food chain threat. The 
Agency agrees, and to provide this 
consistency the final rule incorporates a 
maximally exposed indiVidual factor 
(the food chain individual) into the · 
human food chain targets factor 
category. As with similar factors in 
other pathways and threats, the food 
chain individual is assigned points 
accordi~g to the level of contamination. 
Where actual contamination ofa fishery 
is documented, the food chain individual 
factor is assigned 50 points for Level I 
and 45 points for Level II concentrations. 
Where no actual contamination of a 
fishery is documented, but there is 
documentation of an observed release of 
a hazardous substance having a 
bioaccumulation potential factor value 
of 500 or greater to a watershed 
containing a fishery within the target 
distance limit, the food chain individual 
is assigned a value of 20 points. Where 

. there are no observed releases to 
surface water or no observed release of 
a hazardous substance with a . 
bioaccumulatic:>n potential factor value 

. o£·500 or greater, but a fishery is present 
. (i.e., there is a j>otentialiy contaminatecf 
fishery) within the target distance limit. 
the food chain individual is asSigned 
points ranging from 0 to 20, depending 
on. the dilution weight assigned to the 
associated surface water body. 

The proposed rule estimated human 
food chain production of aCtually 
contaminated or potentially 
contaminated fisheries based on harvest 
data or stoCking data for those fisheries, 
if available. Where sue& data were not 
available, 'production estb.nate~ were 
ba~ed on productivity of the $Url'ace 

. water body or the estimated standillS 
crop of aquatic biota in the fisheries. 
The proposed rule included a table of 
standing crop def!lult values for 
estiniating human food chain production 
of the fishery. 

EPA received numerous comments to 
the· effect that the standing crop default 
table was difficult to use, proVided 
several different values for some water 
bodies and none for others, and 
proVided unreliable data. Several 
commenters stated that standing.erop 
values are not an appropriate basis for 
estimating aquatic human food chain 
production. One commenter pointed out 
tha1 standing crop estimates do not 
correlate well with harvest for various 
water body types. Another commenter 
stated that estimates of harvest from 
fish and game .officials are preferable to . 
standing crop default values because 

· standing crop is a measure -of biomass 
(weight of all edible living organisms in 
the water body) rather than 
prod11ctivity. 

EPA agrees with the commenters. In 
the fmal rule, estimates of fishery 
human food chain production are based 
on fish harvest data (including stocking 

data) as opposed to standing -crop data . 
When site-specific data are not 
available, harvest rates are to be 
estimated based on the average harvest 
per unit area for the particular water 
body.type uDder assessment and the 
ge(,graphic area in which the water 
body is located. 

Ground water discharge to surface · 
water. A number of commentel"S and 
field test participants suggested that the 
HRS should consider the potential 
impact of ground water discharges to 
surface water because contaminated 
ground water can be a significant source 
of surface water contamination. Field · 
test participants noted that some 1Jites · 
have no overland flow route, but surface 
water can be contaminated through 
ground water discharges. 

EPJ\ agrees and has added a ground 
water to surface water migration 
component to the surface water 
migration pathway. Figure 7 shows the 
structure of this component. The surface 
water migration pathway, therefore .. 
now includes two components: The 
overland flow/flood migration 
component, which retains the structllre 
of the surface water migration pathway 
as proposed (except for the changes 
discussed in this preamble), and the new 
ground water to surface water migration 
component. Either or both components 
may be scored; if both are scored, the 
surface water migration pathway score 
is the higher of the two scores. EPA 
·selected the higher of th"e two scores 
rather than combining them because. if 
scores were combined, the amount of 
hazardous substances at the site , 
available to migrate via each component 
would have to be apportioned between 
the two components. The site-specific 
data,needed to determine the 
appropriate apportionment are rarely 
available. · 
BlUING COOE ~ 
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Figure 7 
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The ground water to surface water 
migration component evaluates three 
threats: drinking water, human food 
chain, and environmental. The 
component is scored only if: (1) A 
portion of the surface water is wit.ltin 
one mile of any source at the site that 
could release to ground water; {2) there 
is no discontinuity in the uppermost 
aquifer between the source and the 
portion of the surface water within one 
mile of the source; and (3) the bottom of 
the surface water is at or below the top 
of the aquifer. The target distance limit 
for the .component is determii:led the 
same way as for the over!and flow I 
flood component. For each threat, 
likelihood of release is based on either 
observed release or potential to release. 
An observed release is established if, 
and only if, there is' an observed release . 
to the uppermost aquifer, while potential 
to release is based on ground water 
potential to release fa~;:tors. except that 
only the uppermost aquifer is 
considered. (See § 4.2.2.1.2.) 

The hazardous waste quantity factor 
is scored in the same way it is scored for 
the overland flow/flood migration 
component, except that only sources 
that could release to ground water are 
considered (see § 4.2.2.2.2). Toxicity, 
ground water mobility, and surface 
water persistence are considered in 
selecting the substance potentially 
posing, the greatest hazard in drinking 
water (see § 4.2.2.2.1). By considering 
ground water mobility, the final rule 
reflects the fraction of a hazardous 
substance expected to be released from 
the sources and to migrate through 
gro1md water to the surface water body. 
For human food chain and 
environmental threats, bioaccumulation 
(or ecosystem bioaccumulation) 

·.potential is also considered in selecting 
the substance potentially posing the 
greatest hazard (see §4.2.3.2.1). 

The targets factors in this component 
are evaluated in the same way as 
targets factors in the overland flow I 
flood migration component, except that · 
a dilution-weight adjustment is 
combined with the surface wa.ter 
dilution weights for po;>ulations 
potentially exposed tc contamination. 
The dilutior>-weight adjustment was 
added becailse the HRS assumes that 
hazardous·substances migrate via 

. ground water in all directions from a 
site. Under this assumption, except in 
those instances where the surface water 
body completely surrounds the site, only 
a portion of the hazardous substances 
can be asstimed to reach the su.."face 
water through the ground water. The 

- dilution-weight adjustment accounts for. 
the portion of the hazardous substances 

assumed to be available to migrate to 
surface water through ground water. 
The probable point of entry is defined as 
the shortest straight-line distance, 
within the aquifer boundaries, from the 
sources at the site to the surface water 
body. Therefore. the actual targets 
considered may differ somewhat from 
targets evaluated in the overla,nd flow I 
flood migration component because the 
two probable points of entry may differ. 
This approach might allow evaluation of 
intakes, fisheries, .and sensitive 
emrironment& that may be exposed to 
contamination from a site but are 
upstream from the point of overland 
flow entry. · 

N. Soil Exposure Pathway 

The onsite exposure pathway, which 
was added to Hte HRS in the proposed 
ruie, has been renamed the soil 
exposure pathway in the final rcle. The 
pathway was primarily designed to 
assess the potential threats posed by 
direct exposure to wastes and 
contaminated surficial materials at a----· 
site. It evaluated two threats-~.e 
resident population and the n~;a~by 
population. In the propo~~le, the 
resident population thro/llt included 
three types of targets: :ffligh risk 
population on a property With observed 
contamination, all other residents and 
people attending scboo.l.or day care on a 
property with observer! oon~ticm; -
and terrestrial sensitive envirOnments in 
which there is observetl contil.mination. 
The nearby population was based on 
people who live or a:te¥d school v..ithin 
a one-mile travel di~nce and who did 
not meet the criteria for resident 
population. Fi~ 8 summarizes the 
proposed and final rules. 

A numbe-r of commenters supported 
the inclusion <8 the pathway, but raised 
issue& related t9 its evaluation. For 
example, commenters objected to 
.~Naluating the waste characteristics 
factor category solely on toxicity. Three 
commenters objected to limiting the high 
risk population to children under seven. 
Other commenters stated that collecting 
data on the high risk populal~ >n would 
be difficult. A number of commenters 
questioned how the onsite area and area 
of coataniinatKm would be defined and 
how accessibility of the site was 
evaluated.· 

In response to these comments and to 
the field test results, EPA has made a 
number of change~ to the soil exposure 
pathway. The name of the pathway has 
been changed to be more consistent 
v.ith terminology used in the Superfund 
human health evaluation process. 

As suggested by commenters, the final 
·rule limits the area within which human 
targets are evaluated for the resident 

population threat to locations within 
property boundaries and within a 
distance limit of 200 feet from an area of 
observed contamination. The 200-foot 
limit accounts for those situations where 
the property boundar; is very large. and 
exposure to contaminated surficial 
materials is unlikely or infrequent 
because of the distance of residences, 
schools, or work places from an area of 
observed contamination on the same 
property. 
· To make the pathway consistent with 
the other pathways and in response to 
comments. the final rule includes 
hazardous waste quantity in the waste 
characteristics factor category and 
multiplies it by the factor value for 
toxicity. New factors, resident 
ir..dividual and nearby individual, have 
been added to make the pathway 
consistent with the other pathways, all-
of which assign v,alu~.s for the 
maxirna~~reXposed individual (e.g., 
ne-arest individual or intake}. Population 
is evaluated using two levels of actual 
contamination based on health-based 
benchmarks. Separate consideration of 
the high risk population {children under · 
seven) has been eliminated because the 
field test indicated that this factor could 
greatly add to the time and expense of 
scoring a site yet resulted in little 
discrimination among sites. This change 
also makes the soil exposure pathway 
more consistent with the other 
pathways. 

In the nearby population threat. the 
hazardous waste quantity factor in the 
likelihood of exposure factor category 
has been renamed "area of 
contamination" to reflect both the intent 
of the factor and how it is evaluated. 
The accessibility/ frequency of use 
factor has been revised and reaamed the 
"attractiveness/ accessibility" factor. 
The revised factor emphasizes 
recreational uses of areas of observed 
contamination because they are most 
likely to result in exposures to 
contaminated surficial materials. In 
addition, the weighting of the nearby 
population relative to the resident 
po_pulation has been reduced to better 
reflect the relative levels of exposure for 
those threats. 

A number of com1nenters questioned 
whether workers should be counted 
when evaluating target populations in 
the soil exposure pathway. One 
commenter suggested that soil exposure 
scoring should "not include activities at 
facilities that presently are regulated 
under the Occupational Safety and 
Health Administration (OSHA)." Other 
conunenters, however, stated that 
workers should be counted in the target 
population. One conunenter argued that 
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not counting a facility's work force is 
inconsistent with other population 
counting techniques. Another 
commenter said that workers should be 
included in the resident population 
becau-se the proposed method of 
calculating soil exposure pathway 
scores can result in inappropriately low 
scores when onsite workers are exposed 
to wastes or contaminated soil. 

In response to these comments, the 
Agency investigated statutory, 
regulatory, and policy conditions that 

might restrict the inclusion of workers in 
the target population for the soil 
exposure pathway. This analysis found 
no broad statutory or regulatory 
authority for excluding workers covered 
by OSHA regulations from 
consideration as targets in the HRS. 
Although the definition of a release 
under CERCLA section 101(22) excludes 
"any release which results in exposure 
to persons solely within a workplace 
* * *" it only does so for purposes of 
claims by workers who are already 

covered by State worker compensation 
laws. The legislative history of section 
101(22) specifically anticipated that 
authority under CERCLA might, in 
appropriate cases. be used to respond to 
releases within a workplace. Thus, the 
Agency concludes that there are no 
broad statutory or regulatory 
restrictions against consideration of 
activities at OSHA-regulated facilities. 
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M 
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FigureS 
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The soil exposure pathw-ay is 
designed to account for exposures and 
health risks resulting from ingestion of 
contaminated surficial materials. · 
Because ingestion exposures are 
comparable for some types of workers 
and residents, the Agency has decided 
to include workers in the resident 
population threat. However. substantial 
variability in the kinds of workers and 
work activities at sites (e.g., indoor and 
outd.Qor) leads to considerable 
variability in exposure potential The 
Agency believes that determining 
specific categories or types of workers is 
beyond the scope of HRS data 
collection. Thus, workers are assigned 
target points on a prorated basis: 5 
poir)ts are assigned for sites with up to . 
100 workers: 10 points for sites with 101 
to 1,000 workers, and 15 points for · 
greater than 1.000 workers. Prorating 
workers will reduce the data collection 

.. effort. Evaluation of workers is not 
affected by health·based benchmarks. 
(See I 5.1.3.3.) Nearby workers are not 
counted in the nearby population 
becallse the Agency considers it 
unlikely that workers from nearby 
workplaces would regularly visit 
contaminated areas outside the property 
boundary of their workplace during the 
workday. and because there is no way 
to estimate accurately the number of 
workers who might. 

0. Air Migration Pathwcy 

The proposed rule mi'de several 
significant changes to L~e air migration 
J)athway in the original HRS. In 
response to the SARA mandate to 
consider potential as well as actual 
releases to air, the proposed rule 
included.an evaluation of the potential 
to release. The proposed rule also added 
a mobility factor to the waste 
characteristics factor category and an 
MEl factor to the targets category. 
Finally, the proposed rule added explicit 
distance weighting factors for evaluating 
all factors in the targets category. Figure 
9 shows the proposed air migration 
pathway and the final rule pathway. 

The public provided numerous 
comments on these changes and raised 
new issues as weil. The most significant 
new issue concerned the structural 
inconsistency in the treabnent of gases 
and particulates in the proposed air 
migration pathway. For example, 
commenters observed that in the 
potential to release evaluation, it was 
possible to assign a high containment 
va}u~ .to a source with good gas 
contamment and poor particulate 
containment while assigning high source 
type and mobility values based on the 
presence of gaseous hazardous 
substances. This combination would 
yield an inappropriately high potential 

to release value. This concern was also 
noted in discussions with field test 
personnel. 

The Agency agrees with these . 
commenters and investigated methods 
to better reflect the differences between 
gases and particulates. As a result of 
these analyses, EPA has made several 
changes to the final rule in both the 
likelihood of release and waste 
characteristics factor categories. 
· In the likelihood of release factor 

category, the final rule evaluates source 
potential to release separately for gases 
and particulates. Only those sources 
containing gatJeOus hazardous 
substances are evaluated for gas 
potential to release. and only t.'ltose 
sources containing hazardous 
substances that can be released as 
particulates are evaluated for 
particulate potential to release. This 
change in potential to·re!ease struchL""e 
necessitated other changes in the 
scoring of potential to release including 
development of separate gas and 
particulate source type factors and 
migration potential factors. The names 
of these latter factors were also changed 
to highlight the differences between 
potential to release "mobUit'J" and . 
waste characteristics "mobility." (See 
§§ 6.1.2.1.3, 6.1.2.2.3.) 

BtLUNG CODE 6560-50-M 
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Figure 9 
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In addition to these changes in the 
basic. structure of the potential to 
release factors, the final rule includes 
several atiditional changes in the source 
t:;pe list; migration potential factors, and 
containment factors. Based on the
experience gained in the field test, EPA 
added several source ·types to the source 
_type list. Some of these additions (e.g .• 
surface impoundment (not buried/ 
backfilled): dry) simply clarify _ 
classifications that were implied in the 
proposed source type lisL Other 
additions; such as source types 
involving biogas release, were 
considered early ~ the development of 
the proposed HRS but were not included 
originally in the interest of simplicity.· 
Field test experience, however. 
indicated that their inclusion in the final 
rule was necessary. Finally, new 
distinctions within sOJne source types 
(e.g~ the various types of piles) were 
added partly in response to comments 
and partly as a result of field test 
experience. As applicable, source type 
values were also revised. (See 
§ § 6.1.2.1.2, 6-1.2.2.2 and Table 6-4.) 

The revised gas and particulate 
migration potential factors are very 
similar to the proposed likelihood of 
release gas and particulate mobility 
factors. Several commenters questioned 
the need for including dry. relative soil 
volatility in the fmal gas migration 
fnctor. A simplification analysis -
indicated that dry relative soil volatility 
was redundant, as it was almost 
completely determined by vapor 
pressure. Hence, the final gas migration 
potential factor includes only vapor 
pressure and Henr)r's law coristant. The 
particulate migration potential factor in 
the final rule is simply the particulate 
component of the proposed potential to 
release mobility factor. 

The containment factors were a!so 
changed as a result of the field test. a 
review of recent information on covering 
systems. the examination of air release 
rate models. and the public comments 
on the need for simplicity in the final 
rule. The final list of containment 
descriptions eliminated many redundant 
descriptions and changed others. 
retaining only those distinctions that are 
necessary based on type of source. (See 
§ § 6.1.2.1.1, 6.1.2.2.i and Tables 6-3, &-
9.) As discussed in Section ill F above, 
two new mobility factors were 
developed for the waste characteristics 
factor category. 

Commer.ters generally supported the 
concept of distance weighting target 
factors. However, several disagreed 
with the approach used to develop the 
proposed factor values. Some 
.. otrmenters suggested basing the factor 

values on long-term meteorology and the 
size of the site, while others suggested 
that additional atmospheric phenomena 
(e.g_, particulate deposition} be reflected 
in the final values. As a result of these 
comments, EPA has revised the distance 
weighting factors used in the final rule 
to reflect long-term atmospheric 
phenomena. Analyses indicated that 
particulate deposition and other similar 
phenomena as well as site size were not 
sufficiently significant within four miles 
of a site to warrant their inclusion in the 
final factor values. EPA also notes that 
the distance weighting factor values are 
now incorporated in the population 
factor value table. (See § 6.3.2.4 and 
Table &-17.) 

P. Large Volume-wastes 
Mining waste sites. A number of 

commenters representing mining 
companies, trade associations, and State 
and Federal agencies commented on 
how the proposed HRS would score 
mining waste sites; commenters 
representing waste management 
facilities raised similar issues in regard 
to t.'lteir sites. This section summarizes 
and addresses the major issues 
addressed by these commenters. 

Commer.ters raised several concerns 
regarding the appropriate consideration 
of background levels of metals in 
documenting direct or indirect releases 
from mining waste sites. One 
commenter recommended that in 
determining direct releases from a 
mining waste site, EPA should consider 
the natural characteristics of the site 
prior to mining and the changes in . 
migration rates resulting from mining. 
The commenter explained that the 
concentration of metals in a mining 
waste pile may be similar to or less than 
natural concentrations in soil or rocks 
below and adjacent to the pile. To 
document indirect releases, the 
commenter suggested that EPA require 
collection of detailed information on site 
geology and hydrological gradients to 
ensure proper consideration of 
background levels. Finally, the 
commenfer asserted that although it is 
appropriate to weight observed releases 
more heavily than potential releases at 
sites with synthetic organic hazardous 
substances, the criteria used to define 
observed release are not valid at sites 
with natural sources of metals. Another 

- commenter agreed and suggested that 
because of background levels of 
inorganic elements, the proposed HRS 
could identify as an observed release 
concentrations unrelated to mining 
activities. 

EPA recognizes that natural 
background concentrations of metals in 
soil or rocks can affect the measured 

concentration necessary to establish an 
observed release at a mining wasta site. 
This consideration is reflected in the 
requirement that concentrations 
significantly above background be 
shown to establish an observed reiease. 
Moreover, EPA has clarified the 
observed release criteria in the fmal rule 
to explain that they specify minimum 
differences necessary to establish an 

· observed release by chemical analysis. 
Several commenters questioned the 

treatment of metals in the ground water 
mobility factor. One commenter: stated 
that the proposed HRS is biased against 
mining waste sites because it gives 
greater consideration-to the accurate 
·assessment of the mobility of organic 
substances than to that of naturally 
occurring metals. The commenter noted 
that the proposed persistence factor for 
the surface water migration pathway 
accounts for the degradation of 
hazardous substances in the -' 
environment through four processes. 
None of these processes. according to 
the commenter. applies to metallic 
elements, which received a default value 
of 3 (the highest possible score for 
persistence}. Another commenter stated 
that decreased mobility was considered 
only for organic compounds, even 
though inorganic compounds are 
immobile in some situations. 

One commenter stated that adding a 
metals mobility factor. as EPA's_ Science 
Advisory Board (SAB) recommended, 
would allow the HRS to reflect more 
accurately the potential for metallic 
elements to migrate in the aqueous 
phase. Two commenters were concerned 
that metals would be assigned a "worst
case" default value for mobility. On the 
other hand, another commenter stated 
that consideration of the mobility of 
metals in the revised HRS would at_least 
partially rectify the bias in the current 
HRS against high-volume, low
concentration mining wastes. 

A nuinber of these commenters 
appear to have misunderstood the 
proposed rule. Metals were not 
automatically assigned the maximum 
val :e as a default in the ground water 
mobility factor, but rather were assigned 
values based on their coefficient of 
aqueous migration. The fmal rule 
automatically assigns the maximum 
value for mobility only to metals 
establishing an observed release by 
che:mical analysis, which is the same 
way organics and nonmetallic 
inorganics are evaluated. For metais and 
cetal compounds not establishing an 
observed release by chemical analysis, 
mobility is based on water solubility 
and distrib:•tion coefficient (~<.!). the 
same as fo! organit:s and nonmetalli' 



51566 Federal Register I Vol. 55, No. 241, I Friday, December 14, 1990 I Rules and Regulations 

inorganics. If none of the hazardous 
substances (including metals. organics, 
and nonmetallic inorganics) eligible to 
be evaluated for the site can be assigned 
a mobility factor value based on 
available data, § 3.2.1.2 of the final rule 
assigns a mobility factor value of 0.002 
for all of the hazardous substances. This 
value was selected based on a review of 
the range of mobility factor values 
assigned to those hazardous substances 
(including metals) for which data were 
available for assigning mobility factor 
values. The value of 0.002 is clearly not 
a worst-case default (which would be 
1.0). -

EPA believes that the persistence 
factor is not biased against metals. 
Elemental metals do not degrade and, 
therefore, should receive higher scores 
for persistence than other substances 
subject to degradation processes. 

One commenter claimed that the soil 
exposure pathway is likely to bias the 
HRS scores of mining waste sites 
toward higher values because such sites 
contain large volumes of waste covering 
large surface areas, and because of 
geographic factors, these large areas are 
seldom secured against direct public 
access. In addition, according to the 
commenter, the public may be attracted 
to mining waste sites. The commenter 
suggested that the soil exposlire 
pathway incorrectly assumes there is an 
exposure because there is access to 
mining waste sites. 

EPA does not agree that the soil 
exposure pathway is biased against 
mining waste sites. The pathway 
evaluates exposures of people via 
contact with surficial hazardous 

· substances. The Agency believes that, 
all else being equal, large contaminated 
surface areas with public access, 
including those associated with mining 
waste sites, should receive higher scores 
for the soil exposure pathway than 
smaller sites with more restricted 
access. Even sites with large 
contaminated surface areas are unlikely 
to be assigned high scores except when 
they are near residential areas or 
include a listed sensitive environment. 
As some commenters representing 
mining-related activities have noted in 
the past, most mines are located some · 
distance from inhabited areas. 

Three commenters stated that the 
original HRS was biased against sites 
such as mining waste sites that are . 
characterized by high volumes of waste 
with relatively low concentrations of 
toxic constituents. Two of these 
commenters suggested that mining 
wastes would be appropriate for 
hazardous constituent quantity 
determination because such wastes are 
rela'ively homogeneous (compared to 

other wastes) and, therefore, have fairly 
consistent concentrations. One of these 
two commenters also stated that the 
hazardous waste quantity factor 
equations in Table 2-14 of the proposed 
rule should be revised to be less 
conservative. The remaining commenter 
suggested that the proposed HRS was 
still biased against mining waste sites 
because they are still scored based on 
the quantity of waste rather than on the 
concentration of the waste at the point 
of exposure. 

EPA does not agree that the HRS is 
·biased against high-volume, low
concentration waste sites. The final rule 
incorporates concentration data in three 
factors: (1) Likelihood of release 
(concentration data can be used for 
establishing an observed release); (2) 
hazardous waste quantity 
(concentration data, if available and 
adequate, can be used for calculating 
hazardous constituent quantity); and (3) 
targets (concentrations of hazardous 
substances present in drinking water 
wells or at other exposure points can be 
used to determine weightings for nearest 
individuals (or wells or intakes), 
populations, and sensitive environments 
factors). EPA has not explicitly required 
concentration data for all sites because 
of the substantial costs for obtaining 
these data and the very high degree of 
uncertainty associated with data 
collected during Sis. 

EPA requested that the SAB review 
issues related to large-volume waste 
sites before the NPRM was published. 
The SAB final report is available in the 
CERCLA docket. Two commenters 
stated that the Agency did not 
adequately consider the SAB's 
recommendations for revising the HRS, 
specifically those concerning the use of 
mobility data. 

The SAB. in its review of the original 
HRS, examined whether large-volume · 
waste sites (e.g., mining waste sites) had 
been treated differently than other 
waste sites and concluded that 
insufficient data were presented to 
demonstrate that the original HRS was 
biased aga''lst mining waste sites. · 
However, the SAB noted that the 
original HRS had the potential for such a 
bias, particularly when scoring potential 
to release. because the original HRS did 
not consider mobility, concentration of 
hazardous constituents, and transport. 
The SAB suggested several possible 
modifications to improve the application 

,.. of the HRS to mining waste sites. 
Based in part on the SAB suggestions, 

EPA proposed several changes to the 
overall scoring process to make the HRS 
more accurately reflect risks associated 
with mining waste sites. notably, 
addition of a mobility factor to the air 

and ground water migration pathways, 
changes in the persistence factor, 
incorporation of a tiered hazardous 
waste quantity factor that can account 
for waste concentration data, and 
addition of health-based benchmarks for 
evaluating population. As explained in 
the NPRM. determining speciation of 
metals and pH, as the SAB had 
suggested, is not feasible given the 
temporal and spatial variations at 
hazardous waste sites and the 
limitations on SI data collection. 
Moreover, determining speciation is not 
feasible for most substances given 
EPA's current analytical procedures; 
requiring speciation analyses would add 
substantially to-the cost of data 
collection. 

Two commenters stated that the 
proposed HRS can significantly 
overestimate risks associated with 
mining waste sites that consist of high
volume, low-concentration wastes. One 
of these commenters recommended a 
"preliminary evaluation system" to more · 
accurately reflect the actual risks 
associated with such sites and remove 
any bias in the HRS relative to-other 
types of sites. This commenter also 
suggested that in proposing the HRS 
revisions. EPA had ignored the results of 
its own studies under RCRA sections 
3001 and 8002, which the commenter 
believed to be more focused efforts to 
quantify risks from mining waste sites 
than the HRS revisions. 

EPA does not believe that a separate 
"preliminary evaluation system" for 
scoring mining waste sites would be 
appropriate. A single HRS can be 
applied uniformly to all sites, allowing 
the Agency to evaluate sites relative to 
each other with respect to actual and 
potential hazards. The Agency 
examined the RCRA studies cited by the 
commenter before proposing HRS 
revisions. Those studies, which focus on 
the management of.wastes at active 
facilities, concluded that many special 
study waste sites (e.g., mining) do not 
present very high risks, while others 
may present substantial risks. EPA 
believes that the conclusions of these 
studies and the Agency's subsequent 
regulatory determinations [i.e., not to 
regulate most mining wastes under 
RCRA Subtitle C) are not inconsistent 
with a determination that some mining 
waste releases can require Superfund 
response actions. Furthermore, the HRS 
is designed so that it can be applied to 
closed and abandoned sites as well as 
active sites. 

Other large volume waste sites. 
Several commenters suggested that the 
proposed HRS did not meet CERCLA 
section 125 requirements for sites 
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involving fossil fuel combustion wastes. 
These commenters generally agreed that 
section 125 requires EPA to consider the 
quantity and concentratiop of hazardous 
constituents in fossil fuel combustion 
wastes and that the proposed HRS had 
not adequately addressed this 
requirement. 

One commenter supported the 
Agency's proposal to allow 
consideration of concentration data 
when such data are available. Three 
commenters stated that the proposed 
HRS would often assign fossil fuel 
combustion waste sites high scores in 
part because of the worst-case 
assumptions or "default values" for 
certain facto!'S (i.e., hazardous waste 
quantity, toxicity, target populations). 
The commenters claimed that' fossil fuel 
combustion waste sites receive high 
scores merely because of the large 
quantity of waste, although this waste 
presents no significant adverse 
environmental effects, and that these 
high scores are inconsistent with EPA's 
findings in the RCRA section 8002 study. 
One of the three commenters suggested 
that the proposed HRS retained certain 
deficiencies of the original HRS, such as 
assuming that all hazardous substances 

· in the waste consist of the single most 
toxic constituent in the waste. 

EPA does not believe that the 
approach taken in the final rule creates 
a bias against fossil fuel combustion 
wastes. Partly because concentration 
data are considered in the final rule, 
fossil fuel combustion waste sites are 
not.expected to score disproportionately 
high when compared with other t}-pes of 
sites. The HRS assumes that it is not 
possible to determine in a consistent 
manner the relative contribution to risk 
of all haz~rdous substances found at 
sites. Given this assumption, EPA has 
determined that basing the toxicity of 
the combination of substances at a site 
on the toxicity of the substance posing 
the greatest hazaid is a reasonable and 
appropriately conservative approach. In 
many cases, the substance posing the 
greatest hazard is not several orders of 
magnitude more toxic than other 
hazardous substances at the site. 
Therefore, the effect of this approach on 
the toxicity factor value-which is 
evaluated in one order of magnitude 
scoring categories-is not as great as 
some commenters have suggested (see 
also section m PJ. In addition, as noted 
above, worst-case defaults are not 
assigned for mobility; population factors 
have no default values. 

Two commenters suggested that 
because CERCLA section 125 contains 
no statutory deadlines, EPA should take 
as much time as necessary to 

adequately respond. These commenters 
recommended that EPA extend the 
tiered approach of the hazardous waste 
quantity factor to other factors to take 
advantage of the extensive data on 
fossil fuel combustion wastes generated 
by the electric utility industry. 

The Agency does not agree that the 
tiered approach used in the hazardous 
waste quantity factor should be 
extended to other factors for fossil fuel 
combustion waste sites (see also section 
ill K). EPA believes that creating a 
separate HRS to score certain types of 
sites would not allow the Agency to 
provide a uniform measure of relative 
risk at a wide variety of sites, as 
Congress intended. 

One commenter recommended that 
EPA consider using fate and transport 
models currently under development to 
incorporate qwmtitative representations 
of specific precesses and mechanisms 
into the HRS. EPA carefully examined 
this possibility and concluded that 
although the use of fate and transport . 
models could conceivably incr~ase the 
accuracy of the HRS for some pathways. 
co!lection of the required site-specific 
data would be far too complex and 
costly. Fate and transport models are 
appropriate for a comprehensive risk 
assessment. but not for a screening tool 
such as the HRS.ln addition, EPA's 
review suggested that it would be more 
difficult to achieve consistent results 
among users of such mo~els than with 
the HRS. EPA points out that it used fate 
and transport models to develop the 
distance weighting factors used in the 
HRS target calculations, and also that 
the HRS incorporates several hazardous 
_substance parameters (e.g., mobility) 
and site parameters (e.g., travel ~e) 
that are components of fate and 
transport models. 

Two commenters expressed concern 
that the proposed HRS fails to account 
for the leachability of hazardous 
constituents as required by CERCLA 
section 125: According to the 
commenters, some hazardous 
constituents pose no risk via ground 
water because they will never be 
released to that medium. Thus, even if 
hazardous wast~ quantity and 
concentration are considered 
adequately, hazardous waste quantity 
scores for fossil fuel combustion sites 
will be erroneously high unless 
leachability is considered as well. 

EPA examined the availability of 
leachate data and the feasibility of usi.l'.g 
such data for calculating hazardous 
substance quantity for all types of 
sources and wastes. The Agency 
decided against using leachate 
concentrations because: 

• Leachate data are not available for 
all sources and wastes, and available 
leachate data on high-volume wastes 
and some landfills have limited 
applicability for estimating the quantity 
of leachable hazardous substances; 

• Leachate data derived from lab 
studies are limited and do not 
realistically represent the universe of 
field conditions such as heterogeneity of 
wastes, chemistry of leachate, and 
density and pore volume of disposed 
wastes; and 

• Any method for using leachate d~ta 
could not be consistently or uniformly 
applied to all sites. 

EPA also examined the feasibility of 
developing site-specific leachate data 
for estimating leachable hazardous 
substance quantity for the ground water 
migration pathway. EPA decided against 
this option because reliable estimation 
of leachable hazardous substance 
quantity requires comprehensive 
sampling of site-specific heterogeneous 
waste, which would be prohibitively 
expensive and not feasible. In some 
cases, such sampling would be 
technically unfeasible and unsafe. 

EPA evaluated alternatives for 
developing a surrogate for estimating 
leachable hazardous substance quantity. 
The Agency found that adding the 
mobility factor to the ground water 
migration pathway; based both on 
solubilities and distribution coefficients 
(l<.ss) of hazardous substances, and 
multiplying it by the hazardous waste 
quantity factor would be a feasible 
alternative for approximating the 
fraction of hazardous substance 
quantity expected to be released to 
ground water. 

Q. Consideration ·of Removal Actions 
(Current Versus Initial Conditions) 

The original HRS based the 
evaluation of factors on initial 
conditions. In the preamble to the 
proposed rule, EPA specifically 
requested comments on whether sites 
should be scored on the basis of initial 
or currt:. 'l conditions. The principal 
question is whether t.lte effect of 

·response actions, such as the removal of 
some quantity of the waste, should be 
considered when sites are scored. Initial 
conditions are defined by the timing of 
the response action; that is, initial 
conditions are the conditions that 
existed prior to any response action. For 
sites where no response action has 
occurred, initial and current conditions 
are the same for evaluating sites. 

Of the 25 commenters responding to 
this issue, 15-including all industry . 
commenters-supported scoring on 
current conditions. In the preamble of 
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the proposed rule, EPA presented two 
approaches for considering response 
actions in HRS scores: (1) Consider 
these actions only for those pathways 
and factors for which they are most 
appropriate; and (2) consider these 
actions in all pathways, but make 
exceptions at sites where initial 
conditions more accurately reflect risks. 

Those who stated a preference 
favored the second, specifying that the 
exceptions should be clearly defined in 
the final rule. These commenters stated 
that scoring all pathways on current 
conditions would encourage responsible 
parties to clean up sites quickly. They 
reasoned that if cleanups are delayed, 
the threat of migration of the hazardous 
substances increases; therefore, scoring 
on current conditions is consistent with 
the intent of CERCLA because it 
encourages rapid remedial action. One 
commenter said that scoring on initial 
conditions made little sense when, as a 
result of the cleanup, the level of 
residual contamination was below the 
level required by CERCLA. 

Several proponents of scoring on 
current conditions stated that EPA's 
concern that responsible parties would 
clean-up sites just enough to avoid being 
listed on the NPL was unfounded. They 
argued that the proposed scoring system 
is too complicated to manipulate, and 
that predicting the effect of partial 
cleanups on the final score would be 
difficult. Others suggested that where 
contamination remains, sampling during 
an SI will discover it. 

Ten commenters did not fully support 
scoring on current conditions. Only one 
opposed any consideration of current 
conditions. Several commenters 
supported scoring the soil exposure and 
air migration pathways on current 
conditions. Others stated that response 
actions should be considered only when 
the actions are conducted under Federal 
or State direction, or when the action 
constitutes a complete ~eanup. Several 
added that State actions should not be 
considered because it would penalize 
States with active remedial programs. 
One commenter suggested scoring sites 
on both current and initial conditions; if 
the response action had addressed all 
hazards, then the current conditions 
score should be used. 

Based on public comment, EPA has 
decided to change its policy on 
consideration oi removal actions. The 
Agency agrees that consideration of 
such actions in HRS scores is likely to 
increase incentives for rapid actions by 
responsible parties, reducing risks to the 
public and allowing for more cost 
effective expenditure of the Fund. In 
making this decision. EPA tried to 
balance the benefits of considering 

removal actions in HRS scores (e.g .• 
increased incentives for rapid actions) 
while also ensuring that the HRS score 
reflects any continwng risks at sites 
where contamination occurred prior to 
any response action. 

Therefore, EPA will calculate waste 
quantities based on current conditions. 
However, EPA believes the accuracy of 
this approach depends on being able to 
determine with reasonable confidence 
the quantity of hazardous constituents 
remaining in sources at the site and the 
quantity released into the environment. 
As a consequence, where the Agency 
does not have sufficient information to 
estimate the quantity of hazardous 
constituents remaining in the sources at 
the site and in the associated releases. a 
minimum factor value may be assigned 
to the hazardous waste quantity factor 
value. Thus, removal actions may not 
reduce waste quantity factor values 
unless the quantity of hazardous 
constituents remaining in sources and in 
releases can be estimated with 
reasonable confidence. 

In addition to providing incentives for 
early response, this approach also 
provides incentives for potentially 
responsible parties to ascertain the 
extent of the remaining contamination at 
sites. Potentially responsible parties 
undertaking removal actions will have 
the primary responsibility for collecting 
any data needed to support a 
determination of the quantity of 
hazardous constituents remaining. EPA 
expects responsible parties may need to 
conduct sampling and analyses to 
determine the extent of hazardous 
substance migration in soils and other 
media in order to estimate with 
reasonable confidence the quantity of 
hazardous constituents remaining. 

EPA decided not to limit the 
consideration of response actions to 
certain pathways (e.g., the soil exposure 
pathway) because this would overstate 
the risk at sites where removal of · 
wastes has eliminated threats in all 
pathways. Moreover, a more limited 
approach to consideration of response 
actions would provide less incentive for 
rapid .~sponse action. 

EPA will evaluate a site based on 
current conditions provided that 
response actions actually have removed 
wastes from the site for proper disposal 
or destruction in a facility permitted 
under the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act (RCRA), the Toxic 
Substances Control Act (TSCA), or by 
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 
HRS scoring will not consider the effects 
of responses that do not reduce waste 
quantities such as providing alternate 
drinking water supplies to populations 
with drinking water supplies 

contaminated by the site. In such cases, 
EPA believes that the initial targetR 
factor should be used to reflect the 
adverse impacts caused by 
contamination of drinking water 
supplies; otherwise, a contaminated 
aquifer could be artificially shielded 
from further remediation. This decision 
is consistent with SARA section llB(a), 
which requires that EPA give high 
priority to sites where conta~ination 
from the site results in closed drinking 
water wells. Similarly, if residents are 
relocated or if a school is closed 
because of contamination due to the . 
site, EPA will consider the initial targets 
in scoring the site. 

As noted in the proposed rule 
preamble, EPA would only consider 
removals conducted prior to an SI. EPA 
believes that the SI is the appropriate 
time to evaluate conditions, because it is 
the source of most of the data used to 
score a site. Because response action at 
sites may be an ongoing process, it 
would be burdensome to recalculate 
scores continually to reflect such 
actions. 

In response to commenters, EPA also 
considered whether response actions 
should be considered in HRS scores 
only if they are performed under a State 
or EPA order. EPA decided not to 
choose this approach for two reasons.· 
First, it would diminish the incentive for 
an expeditious response at the site iJ a 
signed order were required. Second, 
because a response action must be 
conducted before the SI to be 
considered in the HRS score, there 
would be little information on site 
conditions upon which this order could 
be based. 
. EPA has also decided not to 

differentiate between response actions 
initiated by States and those conducted 
by other parties. The Agency believes 
this approach will help ensure 
consistent application of the HRS by 
avoiding situations where two similar 
sites are scored using different sets of 
rules. Moreover, although the Agency is 
sympathetic to concerns about 
disincentives to States for initiating 
actions, it believes that such cases will 
be rare. Many State (and Federal) 
removal actions are interim measures 
designed to stabilize conditions at the 
site. Given the more limited definition of 
response action noted above (e.g., 
removal of waste from the site for 
disposal or destruction in a RCRA
permitted facility), many actions 
conducted by States would not be 
considered in HRS scoring. In addition, 
in many cases, State and Federal 
removal actions are undertaken after an 
SI has been conducted. As noted above, 
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EPA will only consider removals 
conducted before the SI in the HRS 
score. 

R. Cutoff Score 
In the NPRM preamble, EPA proposed 

. that the cutoff score for the revised HRS 
be f.mctionally equivalent to the current 
cutoff score of 28.5. The Agency also 
requested comment on three proposed 
options for determining functional 
equivalence: 

• Option 1: Score sites using both the 
original and final rule, then use 
statistical analysis to determine what 
revised HRS score best corresponds to 
28.5; 

• Option 2: Choose a score that would 
result in an NPL of the same size as the 
NPL that would be created by using the 
original HRS; and 

• Option 3: Identify the risk level that 
would correspond to 28.5 in the original 
HRS and then determine what revised 
HRS score corresponds to that risk level. 

Some commenters stated that there 
cannot be a functional equivalence if the 
re'l<isions have any meaning: They 
argued that if the revisions meet the 
statutory mandate to make the HRS 
more accurate, the scores should be 
different arid, therefore, cannot be 
related. Several commenters supported 
the use of a functional equivalent, but 
were divided about which option should 
be used. One commenter stated that the 
28.5 score should be evaluated to 
determine whether it reflected minimum 
risk levels. If it did, the commenter 
suggested that a functional equivalent 
would be appropriate and should be 
determined using equivalent risk levels 
(option 3), but also with an eye toward 
keeping the NPL to a manageable size 
(option 2). 

Commenters not supporting the use of 
a functional equivalent suggested a 
variety of alternative approaches, 
including: 

• Establish the cutoff score based on 
risk, without regard to the current cutoff 
level or a functional equivalent; 

• Leave the score at 28.5; 
• Propose a new cutoff score and a 

description of methodology in a public 
notice with a 60-day public comment 
period; 

• Lower the cutoff score to provide an 
incentive to responsible parties to · 
undertake remedial efforts and make it 
possible for sites where a removal 
action has taken place to make the NPL, 
thus reducing the controversy over 
whether to score sites based on current 
conditions; 

• Raise the cutoff score by at least 20 
points; · 

• Eliminate the present cutoff score 
by creating categories of sites instead of 

individual ranks as a means of 
prioritizing NPL sitels; 

• A.'"Ilend the NPL annually to include 
only those sites that deserve priority 
attention (e.g., orphaned sites) and are 
likely to receive Superfund fmancing. or 

• Rank all sites showing any degree 
of public healt.~ and/ or en"irorunental 
risk on a relative scale and perform 
remedial activities based on available 
funding. 
In addition, four commenters felt that 
the cutoff score for the final rule should 
not be fixed until the technical merits 
and potential scores of representative 
sites are tested and compared using 
both the current and proposed HRS. 
Further, one commenter noted that the 
field test did not indicate the 
relationship between the revised HRS 
score for a given site and the current 
score; another added that until this 
equivalency issue is clarified, 
meaningful comment on any proposed 
revisions cannot be made. , 

Based on an analysis of 110 test sites, 
EPA has decided not to change the 
cutoff score at this time. This conclusion 
was reached after applying all three 
approaches to setting a cutoff score that 
would be functionally equivalent to 28.5. 
In its analysis, the Agency scored field 
test sites with both the original and · 
.revised HRS. The data from these test 
sites show that few sites score in the 
range of 25 to 30 with the revised HRS 
model. The Agency believes that this 
range may represent a breakpoint in the 
distribution of site scores and that the 
sites scoring above the range of 25-30 
are clearly the types of sites that the · 
Agency should capture with a screening 
model. Because the analysis did not 
point to a single number as the 
appropriate cutoff, the Agency has 
decided to continue to employ 28.5 as a 
management tool for identifying sites 
that are candidates for the National 
Priorities List. 

EPA believes that the cutoff score has 
been, and should continue to be, a 
mechanism that allows it to make 
objective decisions on national 
priorities. Because the HRS is intended 
to be a screening system, the Agency 
has never attached significance to the 
cutoff score as an indicator of a specific 
level of risk from a site, nor has the 
Agency intended the cutoff to reflect a 
point below which no risk was present. 
The score of 28.5 is not meant to imply 
that risky and non-risky sites can be 
precisely distinguished. Nevertheless, 
the cutoff score has been a useful 
screening tool that has allowed the 
Agency to set priorities and to move 
forward with studying and, where 
appropriate, cleaning up hazardous 

waste sites. The vast majority of sites 
scoring above 28.5 in 'the past have been 
shown to present risks. EPA believes 
that a cutoff score of 28.5 will continue 
to serve this crucial function. 

IV. Section-by-Section Analysis of Rule 
Changes 

Besides the changes discussed above, 
EPA has made substantial editorial 
revisions in the rule being adopted 
today. Source ch.aracterization is 
discussed in section 2 of the final rule, 
along with factors that are evaluated in 
each pathway. These factors include 
hazardous waste quantity,, toxicity, and 
evaluation of targets based on 
benchmarks. The order of presentation 
of the pathways has been changed to 
ground water, surface water, soil , 
exposure, and air. Following the four 
sections describing the pathways, a 
section has been added explaining how 
to evaluate sites that have radionuclides 
either as the only hazardous substances 
at the site or in combination with other 
hazardous substances. 

In general, descriptive text that -
provided background information has 
been removed as have references and 
data sources; the sections have been 
rewritten to make the rule easier to read 
and to apply. The figures presenting 
overviews of the pathways and the 
scoring sheets have been revised 
throughout to reflect changes in the rule 
and assigned values. 

This section describes, for each 
section of the rule and each table, the 
specific substantive changes; editorial 
changes that do not affect the content of 
the ruie are not generally noted. 

Section 1 Introduction 

The text explaining the background of 
the HRS and describing the rule has 
been removed. Definitions of a number 
of additional terms used in the rule have 
been added for clarity. The definition of 
"hazardous substance" has been revised 
for clarification. The definition of "site" 
has been clarified and now indicates 

, that the area between sources may also 
be considere,1 oart of tl,.e site. The 
definition of "source" has been revised 
to explain that those volumes of air, 
·ground water, surface water, or surface 
water sediments that become 
contaminated by migration of hazardous 
substances are not considered a source, 
except contaminated ground water 
plumes or contaminated surface water 
sediments may be considered a source if 
they cannot be attributed to an 
identified source. In addition, the 
definition of source now includes soils 
contaminated by migration of hazardous 
substances. 
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Under the original HRS, the Agency 
took the approach that all feasible 
efforts should be made to identify 
sources before. listing a site on the NPL. 
If, after an appropriate effort has failed 
to identify a source, the Agency 
believed that the contamination was 
likely to have originated at the type of 
source that would be addressed under 
Superfund, such sites were listed. 
Subsequent investigations after listimz 
have generally identified a specific 
source. In some cases, EPA has not 
listed contaminated media without 
clearly identified sources because it 
appeared the source of pollution wo•1ld 
not be addressed by Superfund 
programs: an example of such a source 
would be extensive, low-level 
contamination of surface water 
sediments caused by pesticide 
applications. EPA has found this 
approach to be generally workable and 
will continue to evaluate, on a case-by
case basis, whether sites with no 
identified sources should be listed. 

Where contaminated media with no 
identified sources exist. the final rule 
generally assigns a hazardous waste quantit} 
factor value to such contamination, with the 
value depending on whether there are any 
targets subject to Levell or Level II 
concentrations. For contaminated sediments 
in the surface water migration pathway, if 
there is a clearly defined direction of flow, 
target distances are measured from the point 
of observed.sediment contamination that is 
farthest upstream. For ground water plumes 
and for contaminated sediments where there 
is no clear direction of flow, the center ofthe 
observed ground water or sediment 
contamination is used for the purpose of 
measuring target distance limits. 

Section 2 Evaluations Common to 
Multiple Pathways 

This section covers factors and 
evaluations common to multiple 
pathways. The major changes to these 
factors include: observed release criteria 
have been revised: the toxicity factor 
has been changed to a linear rather than 
a log scale; scales for hazardous waste 
quantity have been made linear and 
expanded, and the hazardous waste 
quantity minimum value has been 
changed; the waste characteristics 
factor category score is now obtained by 
multiplying the factor values and using a 
table to assign the final score; use of 
benchmarks has been extended to all 
pathways and to the nearest individual 
(well/intake) factor; anc the methods for 
comparisons to benchrrl rks have been 
changed as have the benchmarks used. 
The purpose of this part is to make the 
rule less repetitious by presenting full 
explanations of the evaluation of certain 
factors only once rather than in each 
pathway in which they occur. 

Exceptions related to radionuclides are 
noted throughout the rule and 
referenced to Section 7. 

Section 2.1 Overview. Introduces the 
pathways and threats included in HRS · 
scoring. · 

Section 2.1.1 Calculation of HRS site 
score. Provides the equation used to 
calculate the final HRS score. 

Section 2.1.2 Calculation of pathway 
score. Indicates, in general, how 
pathway scores are calculated and 
includes a sample pathway score sheet 
(Table 2-1). 

Section 2.1.3 Common evaluations. 
Lists evaluations common to all 
pathways. 

Section 2.2 Characterize sources. 
Introduces source characterization and 
references Table 2-2. the new sample 
source characterization worksheet. 

Section 2.2.1 Identify sources. 
Explains that for the three migration 
pathways. sources are identified, and 
for the soil exposure pathway, areas of 
observed contamination are identified. 

Section 2.2.2 Identify hazardous 
substances associated with a source. 
Covers information previously provided 
in the introduction to the waste 
characteristics factor category. 

Section 2.2.3 Identify hazardous 
substances available to a pathway. 
Explains which hazardous substances 
may be considered available to each 
pathway. For the three migration 
pathways, the primary limitation on 
availability of a hazardous substance to 
a pathway is that the substance must be 
in a source with a containment factor 
value, for that pathway, greater than 0; 
that is, the hazardous substance must be 
available to migrate from its source to 
the medium evaluated. For the soil 
exposure pathway, the primary 
limitation is that the substance must 
meet the criteria for observed 
contamination and, for the nearby 
threat, it must also be accessible. 

Section 2.3 Likelihood of release. 
Specifies the criteria for establishing an 
observed release [discussed in section 
III G of this preamble) and explains that 
p tential to release factors are 
evaluated only when an observed 
release cannot be documented. Table 2-
3, which replaces Table 2-2 in the 
proposed rule, provides the revised 
observed release criteria for chemical 
analyses for the migration pathways. 
Table 2-3 is also used in establishing 
observed contamination for the soil 
exposure pathway. 

Section 2.4 Waste characteristics. 
Defines the waste characteristics factor 
category. 

Section 2.4.1 Selection of substance 
potentially posing greatest hazard. 

Explains how to select the substance 
potentiall)' posing the greatest hazard. 

Section 2.4.1.1 Toxicity factor. 
Explains how to assign toxicity values. 
Changes in the approach to scoring 
toxicity are discussed in section III D of 
this preamble. Table 2-4 (proposed rule 
Table 2-11) has been revised to make 
the assigned factor values linear rather 
than logarithmic values; however. the 
relationship among the values has not 
changed. A provision to always assign 
lead (and its compounds) an HRS 
toxicity factor value of 10,000 was 
added as a result of changes since the 
time of the proposed rule in the way 
EPA develops chronic toxicity values for 
lead (i.e., reference doses. in units of 
intake (mg/kg-day), are no longer 
developed for lead). 

Section 2.4.1.2 Hazardous substance 
selection. Lists which factors are 
combined, in each pathway or threat, to 
select the hazardous substance 
potentially posing the greatest hazard. 
For each migration pathway, each 
substance eligible for consideration is 
evaluated based on the combination of 
toxicity· (human or ecosystem) and/or 
mobility. persistence, and ~ 
bioaccumulation (or ecosystem 
bioaccumulation) potential. The 
substances selected for each pathway or 
threat are those with the highest 
combined values. For the soil exposure 
pathway. the substance with the highest 
toxicity value is selected from among 
substances that meet the criteria for 
observed contamination for the threat 
being evaluated. The use of 
bioaccumulation in the selection of 
substances in the human food chain 
threat has changed as a result of the 
structural changes discussed above. In 
the proposed rule, only substances with 
the highest bioaccumulation values were 
evaluated for toxicity/persistence: in the 
fmal rule, the substance with the highest 
combined toxicity /persistence/ 
bioaccumulation value is selected in the 
human food chain threat of the overland 
flow/flood migration component. For the 
ground water to surface water·migration 
component, mobility_is also considered. 
This revised method better reflects the 
overall threat. 

Section 2.4.2 Hazardous waste 
quantity. Describes how to calculate the 
hazardous waste quantity factor value. 
as explained in section III D of this 
preamble. The explanation has been 
simplified from that presented in the 
proposed rule, and a discussion of 
unallocated sources has been added. A 
discussion clarifying the method for 
evaluating hazardous waste quantity in 
the soil exposure pathway was also 
added. and clarifying language on this 
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point was inserted throughout the 
subsections of t 2.4.2. Table 2-13 from 
the proposed rule bas been eliminated. 

Section 2.4.2.1 · Source hazardous 
waste quantity. Details the measures 
that may be considered in evaluating 
hazardous waste quantity for a source 
or area of observed contamination. 

Section 2.4.2.1.1 Hazardous 
constituent quantity. Explains how to 
assign a value to the hazardous 
constituent quantity factor. An 
explanation of the treatment of RCRA 
hazardous wastes has been added to 
clarify the scoring of these wastes. 
Table 2-5, Hazardous Waste Quantity 
Evaluation Equations (proposed rule 
Table 2-14). has been revised in several 
ways. The constant divisor of 10 has 
been moved from these eqilations and is 
now iiM:orporated into the factor values 
assigned using Table 2-6. Two types of 
surface impoupdments are now listed to 
ensure that buried surface 
impoundments are treated . 
appropriately. The term Htanks" has 
been added to containers other than 
drums·to clarify how tanks should be ·. 
evaluated .. Also, equations for 
calculating hazardous waste quantity 
based on area have been revised based 
on a study of waste site~. The study 
indicated that new depth assumptions 
should be used for some sources; the 
land treatment equation was revised 
based on data from the same sttidy 
about typical loading rates in land 
treatment operations. 

Section 2.4.2.1.2 Hazardous 
wastestream quantity. Explains how to 
assign a value for hazardous 
wastestream quantity based on the mass 
of the wastestream. An explanation of 
the treatment of RCRA hazardous 
wastes has been added to clarify the 
scoring of t'l.ese wastes. 

Section 2.4.2.1.3 Volume. Explains 
bow to assign a value for source volume. 

Section 2.4.2.1.4 Area. Explains how 
to assign a value for source area. 

Section 2.4.2.1.5 Calculation of 
source hazardous waste quantity value. 
Explains bow to assign a value to· source 
hazardous waste quantity. 

Section 2.4.2.2 Calculation of 
hazardous waste quantity factor value. 
Explains bow to assign a factor value to 
hazardous waste quantity using Table 
2-6. The values in Table 2-6 include 
several changes. The cap applied to the 
factor value (i.e., the lowest hazardous 
waste quantity value required to assign 
the maximum factor value) has been 
increased to reflect more accurately the 
range of hazardous substance quantities 
fou..-td at waste sites. The cap is set 
based on the maximum quantity found 
at current NPL sites. Rather than being 
assigned a maximum of 100, as in the 

· proposed rule, the assigned factor 
values range to 1,000,000. Each factor 
value less than the cap is assigned for 
quantities that range across two orders 
of magnitude. The two-order-of
magnitude ranges reflect the uncertainty 
in estimates of both quantity and . 
concentration of tlie hazardous 
substances in sources and associated 
releases as well as uncertainty in 
identifying all sources and associated 
releases. Using the ranges also 
simplifies documentation requirements. 
Non-zero values below 1 are rounded to 
1 to ensure that sites with small 
amounts of hazardous substances will 
receive a non-zero score for wMte 
characteristics. When hazardous 
constituent quantity data are 
incomplete. the minimum hazardous 
waste quantity factor value is 10. except 
for: (1) Migration pathways that have 
any target subject to Level I or II 
concentrations; and (2} migration 
pathways where there has been a 
removal action and the hazardous waste 
quantity factor value would be 100 or 
greater without cOnsideration of the 
removal action. In these cases, the 
minimum hazardous waste quantity 
factor value has been changed to 100 
(see sections III C and III Q above for 
further discussion of the new minimum 
values}. 

Section 2.4.3 Waste characteristics 
factor category value. Explains how to 
assign a value to the waste 
characteristics factor category. As 
discussed above, the fmal waste 
characteristics factor value is capped at 
100 (1,000 with bioaccumulation 
potential). Values are assigned by 
placing the product of the waste 
characteristics factors into ranges of one 
order of magnitude, to a cap of lOS [1012 
if bioaccumulation potential is 
considered). 

section 2.4.3.1 Factor category 
value. Explains how to use Table 2-7 to 
assign a value to waste characteristics 
when bioaccumulation (or ecosystem 
bioaccumulation) potential is not 
considered. 

Section 2.4.3.2 Factor category 
value, considering bioaccumulation 
potential. Explains how to use Table 2-7 
to assign a value to waste 
characteristics when bioaccumulatiori 
(or ecosystem bioaccumulation} 
potential is considered. 

Section 2.5 Targets. Explains how 
targets factors are evaluated. This 
approach generally involves three levels 
of evaluation (Levell, LeveliL and 
Potential) and the use of media-specific 
concentration benchmarks, as discussed 
in section III H of this preamble. Level 
III has been dropped; use of benchmarks 
has been extended to all pathways and 

to factors that assign values to the 
nearest individual (well/intake). Also 
discusses assigning level based on 
direct observation and describes when 
tissue samples that do not establish 
actual contamination may be used iii 
comparisons to benchmarks. 

Section 2.5.1 Determination of level 
of actual contamination at a sampling 
location. Explains the approach used for 
evaluating the level of actual 
contamination at a sampling location; 
changes have been made to ~llow the 
level of actual containination in the 
human food chain threat to be based on 
tissue samples from aquatic food chain 
organisms that cannot be used to 
establish an observed release. 

Section 2.5.2 Comparison to 
benchmarks. Lists benchmarks and 
explains how to determine whether 
benchmarks have been equalled or 
exceeded (see section III H of this -
preamble); changes have been made to 
allow the level of actual contamination 
in the human food chain threat to be 
based on tissue samples from aquatic 
food chain organisms that cannot be 
used to establish an observed release. 

Section 3 Ground Water Migration 
Pathway 

The ground water migration pathway 
evaluates threats resulting from releases 
or potential releases of hazardous 
substances to aquifers. The major 
changes specific only to this pathway 
include replacement of the depth to 
aquifer {hydraulic conductivity and 
sorptive capacity factors with travel 
time and depth to aquifer factors; a 
revised approach for assigning mobility 

· values; removal of the ground water use 
factors and their replacement by a 
resources factor; evaluation of the 
nearest well factor based on 
benchmarks; and revisions to scoring of 
sites having both karst and non-karst 
aquifers present. 

Section 3.0 Ground Water Migration 
Pathway. Descriptive text has been 
removed. Figure 3-1 l!as been revised to 
reflect revisions to the factors 
evaluated. and Table 3-1 has been 
revised to reflect the new factor 
category values throughout. 

Section 3.0.1 General 
considerations. The title has been 
changed. 

Section 3.0.1.1 Ground water target 
distance limiL An explanation of the 
treatment of contaminated ground water 
p1umes with no identified source has 
been added. For these plumes, 
measurement of the target distance limit 
begins at the center of the area of 
observed ground water contnmination; 

--- ......... 
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the center is determined based on 
available data. 

"Section 3.0.1.2 Aquifer boundaries. 
Descriptive text has been removed. 

Section 3.0.1.2.1 Aquifer 
interconnections. Descriptive text has 
been removed as have examples of 
information useful for identifying aquifer 
interconnections. 

Section 3.0.1.2.2 Aquifer 
discontinuities. Descriptive text has 
been removed. 

Section 3.0.1.3 Karst aquifer. 
Descriptive text has been removed, and 
references to factors have been revised 
to reflect changes in factors. Text was 
added to clarify that k?rst aquifers 
underlying any portion of the sources at 
a site are given special consideration. 

Section 3.1 Likelihood of release. 
Descriptive text has been removed. 

Section 3.1.1 Observed release. 
Description of the criteria for 
establishing an observed release lias 
been revised as discussed in Section m 
G of this preamble. 

Section 3.1.2 Potential to release. 
Text has been revised to reflect changes 
in the factors evaluated and to clarify 
that karst aquifers underlying any 
portion of the sources at a site are given 
special consideration in evaluating 
depth to aquifer and travel time. 

Section 3.1.2.1 Containment. 
Explanatory text has been removed and 
the ground water containment table is 
referenced. Only sources that meet the 
minimum size requirement (i.e., that 
have a source hazardous waste quantity 
value of 0.5 or higher) are used in 
assigning containment factor values. 
This requirement has been added to 
-ensure .that very small, uncontained 
sources do not unduly influence the 
score. For example, a site might have a_ 
large, but highly contained source and a 
very small, uncontained source; without 
a minimum size requirement, potential 
to release could be assigned the 
maximum value based on the very small 
source, which could overestimate the 
potential hazard posed by the site. If no 
source meets the minimum size 
requirement, the highest ground water 
containment factor value assigned to the 
sources at the site is used as the factor 
value. Table 3-2-Containment Factor 
Values for Ground Water Migration 
Pathway, has been simplified by 
combining repetitious items and has 
been moved from an attachment to the 
proposed rule into the body of the rule. 

Section 3.1.2.2 Net precipitation. A 
new map. has been added as Figure 3-2 
to assign net precipitation factor values. 
The equation for calculating monthly 
potential evapotranspiration was 
clarified. Descriptive teYt has been 
removed. 

Section 3.1.2.3 Depth to aquifer. As 
described in section ill L of this 
preamble, the depth to aquifer factor has 
replaced the sorptive capacity factor 
and is no longer combined in a matrix 
with hydraulic conductivity for scoring. 
Table ~ is new and provides the factor 
values. The depth to aquifer factor 
reflects the geochemical retardation 
capacity of the subsurface materials, 
which generally increases as the depth 
increases. Depth to aquifer factor values 
are assigned to three depth ranges. 
Clarifying language was added related 
to karst aquifers. 

Section 3.1.2.4 Travel time. As 
discussed in section ill L of this 
preamble, this factor replaces the depth 
to aquifer/hydraulic conductivity factor 
and is based on the least conductive 
layer(s) rather than on the conductivities 
of all layers between the hazardous 
substances and the aquifer. Table 3-7 
has been revised to reflect these 
changes. Table 3-5 from the proposed 
rule has been renumbered as Table 3-6. 
Text on how to obtain information to 
score this factor has been removed. 
Clarifyin_g language was added related 
to karst aquifers. 

Section 3.1.2.5 Calculation of 
potential to release factor value. Text 
has been revised to reflect new factor 
names. 

Section 3.1.3 Calculation of 
likelihood of release factor category 
value. New maximum value of 550 
based on observed release has been 
added. 

Section 3.2 Waste characteristics. 
Descriptive text has been removed. 

Section 3.2.1 Toxicity/mobility. 
Descriptive text has· been removed. 

Section 3.2.1.1 Toxicity. References 
§ 2.4.1.1. 

Section 3.2.1.2 Mobility. As 
discussed in sections ill F and ill P of 
this preamble, the method for assigning 
mobility values to hazardous substances 
has been revised. Table 3-8 has been 
revised. Mobility vaiues are now linear 
rather than Ca.tegorical place holders 
and are assigned in a matrix combining 
water solubility and distribution 
coefficients. Mobility values may now 
vary by aquifer for a specific hazardous 
substance. The maximum mobility value 
is no longer assigned based on observed 
release by direct observation. A factor 
value of 0 is no longer assigned for 
mobility, as had been the case under the 
proposed rule, where categorical place
holder values were used; because 
mobility is now multiplied by toxicity 
and hazardous waste quantity, assigning 
a 0 value would result in a pathway 
score of 0. This result could understate 
the risk posed by a site with a large 
volume of highly toxic hazardous 

substances with low mobility. 
Furthermore, given the uncertainties 
about estimates of mobility in ground 
water and their applicability in site
specific situations, EPA determined that 
a 0 value should not be assigned to the 
mobility factor under any conditions. 

· Section 3.2.1.3 Calculation of 
toxicity/mobility factor value. Text has 
been simplified. Table 3-9 (proposed 
rule Table 3-10), the matrix for assigning 
factor values, has been revised to reflect 
the linear nature of the assigned values. 
Values for a specific hazardous 
substance may now vary by aquifer. 

Secti(Jn 3.2.2 Hazardous waste 
quantity. References § 2.4.2. 

Section 3.2.3 Calculation of waste 
characteristics factor category value. 
Text has been revised to indicate the 
multiplication of the factors, the new 
maximum value, and the table used to 
assign the factor category value. 

Section 3.3 Targets. Text has been 
revised to reflect the new names for 
factors. Descriptive text has been 
removed. Table 3-10 (Table 3-12 in the 
proposed rule) has been modified to list 
the revised benchmarks in this pathway. 

Section 3.3.1 Nearest well. Title has 
been changed from maximally exposed 
individual. Text has been added to 
explain how to evaluate nearest wells 
with documented contamination (at · 
Level I arid IT) and those potentially 
contaminated. Text was added to assign 
Level IT contamination to any drinking 
water well where an observed release 
was established by direct observation. 
This section also explains how to 
evaluate wells drawing from karst 
aquifers. Table 3-11 has been renamed 
and the factor values have been 
changed. See section ill B of this 
preamble for a discus.sion of the changes 
to assigned values for this factor. 

Section 3.3.2 Population. As 
discussed-in section ill H, population is 
evaluated using health-based 
benchmarks for drinking water. For 
populations potentially exposed, 
population ranges are used to evaluate 
the factor. This section explains whom 
to count for population. Populations 
served by wells whose water is blended 
with that from other drinking water 
sources are to be apportioned based on 
the well's relative contribution to the 
total blended system. The rule includes 
instructions on the type of data to use 
when determining relative contributions 
of wells and intakes. This change is 
intended to reflect more accurately the 
exposure to populations through 
blended systems. The rule also includes 
instructions on how to apportion 
population for systems with standby 
wells or standby surface water intakes. 
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Section 3.3.2.1- Level of 
contamination. Explains how to 
evaluate population based on 
concentrations of hazardous substances 
in samples. Text was added to assign 
Level IT contamination to any drinking 
water wells where there is an observed 
release by direct observation. 

Section 3.3.2.2 Levell 
concentrations. Explains bow to 
evaluate populations exposed to Levell 
concentrations. The scoring cap was 
eliminated, and the multiplier (i.e .• 
weight) is now 10. 

Section 3.3.2.3 Levell/ 
concentrations. Explains how to 
evaluate populations exposed to ·Level IT 
concentrations. The scoring cap was 
eliminated, and the multiplier (i.e., 
weight) is now 1. 

Section 3.3.2.4 Potential 
contamination. Explains how to assign 
values to populations potentially 
exposed to contamination from the site. 
The formula for calcnlating population 
values has been modified to reflect both 
the revised method for evaluating karsf 
aquifers (see below) and the use of 
distance-weighted population values 
from Table ~12, which has been added 
to assign distance-weighted values for 
populations in each distance category. 
The values are determined for each 
distance category and are then added 
across distance categories. and the sum 
is divided by 10 to derive the factor 
value for potentially contaminated 
population. The assigned values in 
Table ~12 were determined by 
statistical simulation to yield the same 
population value, on average, as the use 
of the formulas in the proposed rule. The 
use of range values has been adopted as 
part of the simplification discussed in 
section m A The rounding rules have 
also changed. The method for evaluating 
karst aquifers bas been simplified and is 
explained in this section. Table 3-14 in 
the proposed rule, which included 
dilution weighting factors for the general 
case and for two special cases. has been 
removed, and the two special karst 
cases are no longer evaluated. (The 
generally applicable dilution factors for 
karst have not changed and are all 
incorporated into the distance-weighted 
population values in Table 3-12.) The 
scoring cap was eliminated, and the 
multiplier (i.e., weight} is now 0.1. 

Section 3.3.2.5 Calculation of 
population factor value. Has been 
revised to reflect the changes in t..'te 
evaluation of actually Contaminated 
wells. The rounding rule has also been 
changed, and the scoring cap was 
eliminated. 

Section 3.3.3 Resources. Describes 
how points are assigned to resource 
uses of grou.:1d water. Points may be 

assigned if there are no drinking water 
wells within the target distance limit, 
but the water is usable for drinking 
water. This scoring allows for 
consideration of potential future uses af 
the aquifers. (See section ill I of this 
preamble for a discussion of the relative 
weighting of these factors.) 

Section 3.3.4 Wellhead protection 
area. Explains how to assign values to 
this factor. The maximum value is 
assigned when a source or an observed 
release lies partially or fully '11\ithin a 
wellhead protection area applicable to 
llte aquifer being evaluated, and this 
value bas been changed from 50 to 20 to 
adjust for scale changes. A new 
criterion for scoring this factor has been 
added. If a wellhead protection area 
applicable to the aquifer being 
evaluated is within the target distance 
limit and neither of the other conditions 
is met, a value of five is assigned. This 
change allows the HRS to place a value 
en tbe resource. 

Section 3.3.5 Calculation of targets 
factor category value. Has been revised 
to reflect changes in the factor names. 
The rounding rule has been changed, 
and the scoring cap was eliminated. 

Section 3.4 Ground water migration 
score for a~ aquifer. Text has been 
revised to reflect the new divisor for 
normalizing pathway scores. 

Section 3.5 Calculation of ground 
water migration pathway score. Text 
has been simplified. 

In addition to the above noted 
changes, the sorptive capacity factor bas 
been eliminated and replaced by the 
depth to aquifer factor, as have the 
tables used to assign values to this 
factor (Tables 3-6 and ~7 in the 
p!Oposed rule). The ground water use 
factors have also been eliminated as 
have the tables used to assign their 
values (Tables 3-15 and 3-16 in the 
proposed rule). Figures 3-2, 3-3, and 3-4 
and Tables H. 3-8, 3-9, 3-13 of the 
proposed rule have been removed . 

Section 4 Surface Water Migration 
Pathway 

The surface water migration pathway 
evaluates threats resulting from releases 
or potential releases of hazardous 
substances to surface water bodies. One 
major change to this pathway is the 
addition of a new component for scoring 
ground water discharge to.surface 
water: either this component or the 
overland flow/flood migration 
component or both may be scored. For 
each component, three threats are 
evaluated: drinking water threat, human 
fcod chain threat, and environmental 
threat. Other major char.ges specific to 
this pathway include elimination of the 
recreational use t!-...reat; simplificaticn cf 

overland flow potential to release 
factors; modifications to the human food 
chain threat including addition of a food 
chain individual; modifications to the 
treatment of bioaccumulation potential 
and addUion of a similar factor, 
ecosystem bioaccumulation potential, to 
the evaluation of the environmental 
threat; modifications to the persistence 
factor; revisions to the dilution weights; 
additions of benchmarks, extension of 
benchmarks to evaluation of the nearest 
intake, and addition of levels of 
contamination to the human food chain_ 
targets; modifications to criteria for 
establishing actual food chain 
contamination; elimination of the 
surface water use factor; addition of a 
resources factor to the targets 
evaluation in the drinking water threat; 
and revisions to sensitive environments. 

Section 4.0 Surface Water Migration 
Pathway. New structure of the pathway 
is explained. Descriptive text has been 
removed. Figure 4-1 has been re·,,;sed to 
reflect revisions to the factors 
evaluated, and Table 4-1 has been 
revised to reflect the new factor . 
category values throughout 

Section 4.0.1 Migration components. 
Explains how to score the two migration 
components. 

Section 4.0.2 Surface wale!" 
categories. A definition of coastal tidal 
waters bas been added. Some surface 
water bodies that belong in this new 
category were listed in other categories 
in the proposed rule (e.g., bays and 
wetlands contiguous with oceans). 
Isolated perennial wetlands have been 
added to the definition of lakes; salt 
water h'arbors largely protected by 
seawalls have been removed from tlJe 
definition of lakes. Ocean has been 
defmed more precisely as areas 
seaward from the baseline of the 
Territorial Sea. Contiguous bays have 
been removed from, and wetlands 
contiguous to the Great Lakes have been 

- added to ocean and ocean-like bodies. 
These definitional cha."lges/ 
clarifications more accurately reflect the 
different characteristics of the water 
bodies. 

Section 4.1 Overland flow !Pood 
migration cvmponent. As discussed_in 
section III M of this preamble, the 
sll"face water migration pathway has 
been divided into two components. The 
overland flow/flood component is 
essentially the surface water migration 
pathway as proposed except that the 
recreational use threat has been 
eliminated. 

Section 4.1.1 General 
considerations. Consists of several 
s~bsect:cns. 
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Section 4.1.1.1 Definition of the 
hazardous substance migration path for 
overland flow/flood migration 
component. Text has been simplified. 

Section 4.1.1,.2 Target distance limit. 
Explains target distance limits for sites 
in general and adds an explanation of 
how to calculate the target distance 
limit for contaminated sediments with 
no identified source. For these latter 
sources only, when there is a clearly 
defined direction of flow, the target 
distance limit is measured beginning at 
the observed sediment contamination 
farthest upstream; when there is no 
clearly defined direction of flow, the 
target distance limit is measured from 
the center of the area of observed 
sediment contamination. Discusses the 
determination of whether surface water 
targets are subject to actual or potential 
contamination. Also, text was added to 

-assign Level ll to targets subject to 
actual contamination based on direct 
observation. 

Section 4.1.1.3 Evaluation of the 
overland flow/flood migration 
component. Explains that for multiple 
watersheds, highest score assigned to a 
watershed is used instead of summing 
watershed scores as proposed. 

Section 4.1.2 Drinking water threat. 
Descriptive text has been removed. 

Section 4.1.2.1 Drinking water 
threat-likelihood of release. Text has 
been simplified to clarify when potential 
to release factors need to be evaluated. 

Section 4.1.2.1.1 Observed release. 
Text has been revised to reflect the 
changed maximUm value. 

Section 4.1.2.1.2 Potential to release. · 
Text has been revised to reflect the 
changed maximum value and has been 
simplified. 

Section 4.1.2.1.2.1 Potential to 
release by overland flow. Explains 
when overland flow potential to release 
is riot evaluated. 

Section 4.1.2.1.2.1.1 Containment. 
Text has been revised to reflect-changes 
in the numbering of the containment 
table. Only sources that meet the 
minimum size requirement (i.e., that 
have a source hazardous waste quantity 
value of 0.5 or higher) are used ir 
assigning containment values. This 
requirement has been added to ensure 
that very ltmall, uneontained sources do 
not unduly influence the score. For 
example, a site might have a large, but 
highly contained source and a very 
small, uncontained source; without a 
minimum size requirement, the potential 
to release could be assigned the 
maximum value based on the very small 
source, which could overestimate the 
potential hazard posed by the site. If no . 
source meets the minimum size 
requirement, the source with the highest 

surface water containment factor value 
is used. Descriptive text has been 
removed. Table 4-2, Containment Factor 
Values for Surface Water Migration 
Pathway, has been simplified by 
combining repetitious items and has 
been moved from an attachment to the 
proposed rule into this section of the 
final rule. . 

Section 4.1.2.1.2.1.2 Runoff. Text on 
evaluating rainfall has been simplified 
by removing explanatocy references. 
The runoff curve number has been 
simplified by substituting a soil group 
designation in its place. Table 4-4 
(proposed rule Table 4-2) has been 
revised to list only the soil group 
designations. Based on analyses of 
runoff and actual drainage area sizes, 
Table 4-3 (proposed PUle Table 4-3) has 
been revised by changing the divisions 
of drainage area size. Table 4-5 
(proposed rule Table 4-4) has been 
revised to reflect the changes related to 
the use of soil group designations. Table 
4-6 (proposed rule Table 4-5) has been 
revised so that the heading in the table 
reads Rainfall/Runoff Value; the values 
assigned have been adjusted on the 
basis of both the higher maximum value 
assigned to the factor category and the 
analyses described above. Explanatory 
text has been removed. 

Section 4.1.2.1.2.1.3 Distance to 
surface water. Values assigned to 
distance to surface water factor values 
in Table 4-7 (proposed rule Table 4-6) 
have been revised to adjust for the 
higher maximum assigned to the factor 
category. 

Section 4.1.2.1.2.1.4 Calculation of 
the factor value for potential to release 
by overland flo_w. Has not been changed 
except for assigned value. 

Section 4.1.2.1.2.2 Potential to 
release by flood. Descriptive text has 
been removed. 

Section 4.1.2.1.2.2.1 Containment 
[flood). Text in Table 4-8 (proposed rule 
Table 4-7) has been revised to 
incorporate new language on required 
documentation on containment. The 
requirement for certification by an 
engineer has been dropped. The new 
documentation requirements have been 
added to make the rule consistent with 
RCRA requirements. 

Section 4.1.2.1.2.2.2 Flood frequency. 
Values assigned to this factor by Table 
4-9 (proposed rule Table 4-8) have been 
revised to better reflect probabilities 
and to adjust for the higher maximum 
assigned to the factor category. 
Descriptive text has been removed. 

Section 4.1.2.1.2.2.3 Calculation of 
the factor value for potential to release 
by flood. Has been revised to reflect a 
minimum size requirement for sources. 

Section 4.1.2.1.2.3 Calculation of 
potential to release factor_value. Text 
has been simplified, and the assigned 
value has been changed. 

Section 4.1.2.1.3 Calculation of 
drinking water threat-likelihood of 
release factor category value. Text has 
been simplified. The maximum value 
has been changed, and the maximum for 
potential to release is no longer equal to 
the maximum for observed release. 

Section 4.1.2.2 Drinking water 
threat-waste characteristics. 
Descriptive text has been removed. 

Section 4.1.2.2.1 Toxicity/ 
persistence. Editorial changes have been 
made. 

Section 4.1.2.2.1.1 Toxicity. 
References § 2.4.1.1. 

Section 4.1.2.2.1.2 Persistence. As
discussed in section ill F of this 
preamble, several changes have been 
made to this factor, including the 
deletion of free-radical oxidation as a 
decay process and th_e inclusion of 
consideration of I<.... to account for 
sorption to sediments. Table 4-W 

_(proposed rule Table 4-9) has been 
revised to change the values assigned 
from categorical numbers to linear 
scales. The divisions among the half
lives for rivers, oceans, coastal tidal 
waters, and Great Lakes have changed 
based on a study of travel time, and the 
text has been modified to clarify the 
procedure for determining whether to 
base the persistence factor on lakes or 
on rivers, oceans, coastal tidal waters, 
and Great Lakes. A factor value of 0 is 
no longer assigned for persistence, as 
had been the case under the proposed 
rule, wliere categorical place-holder 
values were used; because persistence is 
now multiplied by toxicity and 
hazardous waste quantity~assigning a 0 
value would resUlt in a pathway score of 
0. This result could understate the risk 
posed by a site with a large volume of 
highly toxic hazardous substances with 
low persistence. Furthermore, given the 
uncertainties about half-life estimates 
and their applicability in site-specific 
situations, EPA determined that a 0 
value should not be assigned to the 
persistence factor under any conditions. 
The text has been modified to clarify 
selection of an appropriate default 
value~ Table 4-11-Persistence Values
Log I<.,... has been added. Descriptive 
text has been remqved. 

Section 4.1.2.2.1.3 Calculation of 
toxicity/persistence factor value. Table 
reference has been changed to reflect 
the change in numbering. Table 4-12 
(proposed rule Table 4-10) has been 
changed to reflect the multiplicative 
relationship. 
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Section 4.1.2.2.2 Hazardous waste 
quantity. References § 2.4.2. 

Section 4.1.2.2.3 Calcu!atii:m of 
drinking water threat-waste 
characteristics factor category •·alue. 
Text has been revised to indicate the 
multiplication of the factors, the new 
maximum value, and the table used to 
assign the factor category value. 

Section 4.1.2.3 Drinking water 
threat-targets. Descriptive text has 
been removed. Text was added to 
assign Level ll to actUal contamination 
based on direct observation. 

Section 4.1.2.3.1 Nearest intake. Title 
and the factor name have been changed. 
:As discussed in Section ill B of this 
preamble, this factor is now assigned 
values based on -health~based 
benchmarks. Instructions fer how to 
assign dilution weights to closed lakes 
and lakes with no surface flow entering 
have been added. Table 4-13, Surface 
Water Dilution Weights (proposed rule 
Table 4-11), has been revised to add 
more types of surface water bodies and 
to change the dilution weights. These 
changes have been made to reflect more 
accurately the flow ranges of water 
bodies and E!!'e based on analysis of 
data on flow rates and dilution. 

Section 4.1.2.3.2 Population. As 
explained above, population is 
evaluated based on two levels of actual 
contamination. Targets potential!y 
contaminated are dilution weighted and 
are assigned values based on ranges. 
Populations served by intakes which are 
blended with water from other drinking 
water sources are to be apportioned 
based on the intake's relative 
contribution to the total blended system. 
The rule includes instructions on the 
type of data to use when determining 
relative contributions of intakes and 
wells. This change is intended to reflect 
more accurately the exposure of 
populations through blended systems. 
The rule also includes instructions on 
how to apportion population for systems 
with standby wells or standby su.tface 
water intakes. 

Section 4.1.2.3.2.1 Level of 
contamination. Explains how to 
evaluate population based on the level 
of contamination to which th~y .are 
exposed. 

Section 4.1.2.3.2.2 Level I 
concentrations. Descriptive text has 
been removed. The scoring cap was 
eliminated, and the multiplier (i.e .• 
weight) is now 10. 

Section 4.1.2.3.2.3 Level II 
concentrations. Text has been simplified 
and revised to reflect the changes 
discussed above. The scoring cap was 
eliminated, and the multiplier {i.e .. 
weight) is now 1. 

Section 4.1.2.3.2.4 Potential 
contamination. Equation used·to 
calculate this factor has been revised as 
discussed above. A new table, Table 4-
14, Dilution-Weighted Population Values 
for Potential Contamination Factor for 
Surface Water Migration Pathway, has 
been added to. assign values, which are 
then added across different surface 
water body types and divided by 10 to 
derive the value for potentially 
contaminated population. The assigned 
values in Table 4-14 for each population 
range category were determined by 
statistical simulation to yield the same 
population value, on average, as the use 
of the formulas in the proposed rule. The 
use of range values has been added as 
pa;t of t.~e simplification discussed in 
section Ill A. The rounding rule has also 
been changed, the scoring cap was 
eliminated, and the multiplier (i.e .. 
weigM) is now 0.1. 

Section 4.1.2.3.2.5 Calculation of 
population factor value. Explains how to 
combine values assigned to the three 
population groups. The rounding rule 
has also been changed, and the scoring 
cap was eliminated. 

Section 4.1.2.3.3 Resources. As 
discussed in section m J of this 
preamble·, this factor has been added to 
account for the potential impact of 
surface water contamination on 
resource uses. 

Section 4.1.2.3.4 Calculation of 
drinking water tbreat-targets factor 
category value. Has been revised to 
reflect the changes in this factor 
category. The rounding rule has also. 
been changed, and the scoring cap was 
eliminated. . 

Section 4.1.2.4 Calculation of 
drinking water threat score foro . 
watershed. Text bas been simplified. 
The divisor has changed. 

Section 4.1.3 Human food chain 
threat. Descriptive text has been 
removed. 

Section 4.1.3.1 Human food chain 
threat-likelihood of release. Section 
references have been changed. 

Section 4.1.3.2 Human food chain 
tlzreat-waste characteristics. Text has 
been simplified. 

Section 4.1.3.2.1 Toxicity/ 
persiste.-lce/bioaccumulation. Text has 
been simplified and modified because of 
the change in the use of 
bioaccumulation potential in selecting 
the substance potentially posing the 
greatest hazard. · 

Section 4.1.3.2.1.1 Toxicity. Has been 
changed to reference § 2.4.1.1. Also 
changed so that evaluation of toxicity is 
not limited to substances with the 
highest bioaccumulation potential. 

Section 4.1.3.2.1.2 Persistence. 
Clarifies how to evaluate persistence for 

contaminated sediment sources, and 
adds coastal tidal waters as a category 
of surface water. Also changed so that 
evaluation of persistence is not limited 
to substances with the highest 
bioaccumulation potential. 

Section 4.1.3.2.1.3 Bioaccumulation 
potential. As described in section Ill M 
of this preamble. the method of 
accounting for bioaccumulation 
potential in the selection of the 
substance potentially posing the greatest 
hazard has been changed. In the final 
rule, bioaccu.-rnulation potential is 
considered together with toxicity and 
persistence rather than as a primary 
selection criterion. This change was 
made because ali three factors a."e now 
scored on linear scales. In addition. 
where data exist, separate 
bioconcentration factor values are 
assigned for salt water and fresh water; 
the text now clarifies that the higher of 
these values is used for fisheries in 
brackish water and for sites with 
fisheries present in both sait water and 
fresh water. The adjustment for 
biomagnification has been dropped 
because it tended to docble count 
bioaccumulation. Both Table 4-15 (Table 
4-14 in the proposed rule) and the text 
have been modified to clarify the data 
hierarchy for assigning bioaccumulation 
potential factor va!ues. Also, Table 4-15 
now makes it clear that the assigned 
values for bioaccumulation potential are 
on a linear scale. 

Section 4.1.3.2.1.4 Calculation of 
toxicity /persistence/bioaccumulation 
factor value. Explains how to calculate 
a toxicity /persistence /bioaccumulation 
value. Table 4-16. Toxicity /Persistence/ 
Bioaccumulation, has been added to 
assign the factor value. 

Section 4.1.3.2.2 Hazqrdous waste 
quantity. References§ 4.1.2.2.2. 

Section 4.1.3.2.3 Calculation oj 
human food chain threat-waste 
characteristics factor category value. 
Text has been revised to indica\e the 
multiplication of the toxicity /persistence 
and hazardous waste quantity factor 
values, subject to a maximun.. and the 
further multiplication of that product by 
the bioaccumuiation potential factor 
value, suoject to a maximum for this 
second product, and to reference the 
table for assigning the factor category 
value. 

Section 4.1.3.3 Human food chain 
threat-ta,rgets. Has been revised to 
reflect addition of the new food chain 
individual and the deletion of the fishery 
use factor. As discussed in section ill M 
of this preamble, criteria for establishing 
a fishery subject to actual . 
contamination have been revised. Text 
was added to describe the additional 
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tissue samples that can be used to 
establish Level I contamination. 

Section 4.1.3.3.1 Food chain 
individual. As discussed in section III M 
of this preamble, this factor is new. This 
section explains how to assign a value 
to the factor. 

Section 4.1.3.3.2 Population. Has 
been changed as discussed in section III 
M of this preamble. 

Section 4.1.3.3.2.1 Level I 
concentrations. The approach to 
calculating this factor value has been 
revised as discussed in section III M of 
this preamble. The rounding rule has 
been changed, the scoring cap was 
eliminated, and the multiplier (i.e., 
weight) is now 10. 

Section 4.1.3.3 . .2.2 Level II 
concentrations. Explains how to assign 
values as discussed in section III M of 
this preamble. The rounding rule has 
been changed, the scoring cap was 
eliminated, and the multiplier (i.e., 
weight) is now 1. 

Section 4.1.3.3.2.3 Potential human 
food chain contamination. The approach 
to calculating this factor value has been 
revised as discussed in section III M of 
this preamble. The rounding rule has 
been changed, the scoring cap was 
eliminated, and the muhiplier (i.e., 
weight) is now 0.1. 

Section 4.1.3.3.2.4 Calculation of the 
population factor value. Text has been 
revised to omit the maximum. The 
rounding rule has been changed, and the 
scoring cap was eliminated. 

Section 4.1.3.3.3 Calculation of 
human food chain threat-targets factor 
category value. Explains how to 
calculate the targets value. The rounding 
rule has been changed, and the scoring 
cap was eliminated. 

Section 4.1.3.4 Calculation of human 
food chain threat score for a watershed. 
Text has been simplified. The divisor 
has changed. . 

Section 4.1.4 Environmental threat. 
Descriptive text has been removed. 

Section 4.1.4.1 Environmental 
threat-likelihood of release. Section 
references have been changed. 

Section 4.1.4.2 Environmental 
threat-waste characteris£J q. 

Descriptive text has been removed. 
Section 4.1.4.2.1 Ecosystem toxicity/ 

persistence/bioaccumulation. Text has 
been revised to include the addition of 
ecosystem bioaccumulation potential as 
a multiplicative factor. 

Section 4.1.4.2.1.1 Ecosystem 
toxicity. The approach for evaluating 
ecosystem toxicity has been revised. 
Additions have been made to the data 
hierarchy (see section III J of this 
preamble), and a default value of100 
was added to cover the situation where 
appropriate aquatic toxicity data were 

unavailable for all of the substances 
being evaluated. Table 4-19 (proposed 
rule Table 4-23) has been revised to 
make the factor linear and to eliminate 
the rating category of 0 (except when 
data are unavailable for a given 
substance); these changes make the 
ecosystem toxicity factor more 
(fonsistent with the toxicity factor in the 
other pathways and threats. Text was 
added to clarify the evaluation of 
ecosystem toxicity for brackish water. 

Section 4.1.4.2.1.2 Persistence. 
Section references have been changed. 
Clarifies how to evaluate persistence for 
contaminated sediment sources. and 
adds coastal tidal waters as a category 
of surface water. 

Section 4.1.4.2.1.3 Ecosystem 
bioaccumulation potential. As explained 
in section III J of this preamble, this 
factor is new for this threat and is 
evaluated similarly to (but with several 
key differences from) the 
bioaccumulation potential factor in the 
human food chain threat. 

Section 4.1.4.2.1.4 Calculation of 
ecosystem toxicity /persistence/ 
bioaccumulation factor value. Section 
references have been changed. Table 4-
20 (proposed rule Table 4-24) has been 
changed to reflect the changes in the 
values for the factors. Table 4-21, 
Ecosystem Toxicity /Persistence/ 
Bioaccumulation Values, is new and 
assigns values for the combined 
toxicity I persistence /bioaccumula tion 
factor. 

Section 4.1.4.2.2 Hazardous waste 
quantity. Section references have been 
changed. 

Section 4.1.4.2.3 Calculation of 
environmental threat-waste 
characteristics factor category value. 
Text has been revised to indicate the 
multiplication of the ecosystem toxicity/ 
persistence and hazardous waste 
quantity factor values, subject to a 
maximum, and the· further multiplication 
of that product by the ecosystem 
bioaccumulation potential factor value, 
subject to a maximum for this second 
product, and to reference the table for 
assigning the factor category value. 

Section 4.1.4.3 Environmental 
threat-targets. Descriptive text has 
been removed. 

Section 4.1.4.3.1 Sensitive 
environments. Explains how to evaluate 
sensitive environments. Table 4-22. 
Ecological-Based Benchmarks for 
Hazardous Substances in Surface 
Water, has been revised as described in 
section III H of this preamble. The 
rounding rule has also been changed. 

Section 4.1.4.3.1.1 Level I 
concentrations. Explains the new 
method of evaluating wetlands based on 
wetland frontage. or, in some.situations, 

wetland perimeter. Table 4-23, SensitivP. 
Environments Rating Values, has been 
revised as discussed in section III J of 
this preamble. Table 4-24, Wetlands 
Rating Values for Surface Water 
Migration Pathway, has been added to 
assign values to wetlands based on the 
total length of wetlands. The scoring cap 
was eliminated. and the multiplier (i.e., 
weight) is now 10. 

Section 4.1.4.3.1.2 Level II 
concentrations. Has been revised to 
reflect the method of evaluating 
wetlands. The scoring cap was 
eliminated, and the muitiplier (i.e., 
weight) is now 1. 

Section 4.1.4.3.1.3 · Potential 
contamination. Has been revised to 
reflect the method of evaluating 
wetlands. The rounding rule has also 
been changed, the scoring cap was 
eliminated, and the multiplier (i.e .• 
weight) is now 0.1. 

Section 4.1.4.3.1.4 Calculation of 
environmental threat-targets factor 
category value. Has been revised to 
remove the maximum from the targets 
factor category. The rounding rule has 
also been changed. 

Section 4.1.4.4 Calculation of 
environmental threat score for a 
watershed. Divisor for the threat has 
changed. A cap of 60 was explicitly 
placed on the environmental threat 
score, which results in the same 
maximum possible threat score as in the 
proposed rule. (In the proposed rule, 
environmental threat targets were 
capped at 120, which resulted in an 
environmental threat score maximum of 
60.) However, in the final rule the targets 
category is uncapped and can score 
higher than 120 to compensate for low 
scores iil other factor categories. 

Section 4.1.5 Calculation of overland 
flow/flood migration component score 
for a watershed. Explains how to 
calculate the score for the watershed. 

Section 4.1.6 Calculation of overland 
flow/flood migration component score. 
Explains how to calculate the score for 
the compone~t based on the highest 
watershed score (in the proposed rule 
watershed scores were summed). 

Section 4.2 Ground water to surface 
water migration component. As 
discussed in section III M of this 
preamble, this component has been 
added to the rule to account for 
contamination of surface water bodie~t 
through ground water migration of 
hazardous substances. Thus, all sections 
referring. to this component are new. 

Section 4.2.1 General 
considerations. 

Section 4.2.1.1 Eligible surface 
waters. Explains the conditions that . 
must apply before this component is 
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scored. In genei"al. this component is 
scored only when there is a surface 
water within one mile of a source, the 
top of the uppermost aquifer is at or 
above the bottom of the surface water, 
and no aquifer discontinnity is 
established between the source and the 
portion of surface water within one mile 
of the source. Exceptions are also 
explained. 

Section 4.2.1.2 Definition of the 
hazardous substance migration path for 
ground water to surface water migration 
component. Explains that the migration 
path is defined as shortest straight-line 
distance, within the aquifer boundary., · 
from a source to surface water. 

Section 4.2.1.3 Observed release of a 
specific hazardous substance to surface 
water in-water segment. Explains that 
before an observed release of an · 
individual hazardous substance can be 
established to the surface water in- · · 
water segment, the substance must meet 
the criteria for an observed release both 
to ground water and to surface water 
(this requirement does not affect the 
actual scoring of observed release). Also 
clarifies the use of samples from the 
surface water in-water segment. 

Section 4.2.1.4 Target distance limit. 
Explains the criteria for determining the 
target distance limit and for establishing 
whether targets are subject to actual or 
potential contamination. 

Section 4.2.1.5 Evaluation of the 
ground water to surface water migration 
component. Explains the general 
approach for evaluating this component. 
Figure 4-2, Overview of Ground Water 
to Surfat:e Water Migration Component. 
is new. Table 4-25, which is new, 
provides the scoring sheets for this 
component. 

Section 4.2.2 Drinking water tl!reot. 
Explains the general approach for 
evaluating this threat. 

Section 4.2.2.1 Drinkh1g water . 
threat-likelihood of release. Explains 
the general approach for evaluating this 
factor category. 

Section 4.2.2.1.1 Observed release. 
Explains that scor..ng an observed 
release is based on releases to ground 
water. · 

Section 4.2.2..1.2 Potential to release. 
Explains that scoring is based on the 
scoring of potential release to uppermost 
aquifer. 

Section 4.2.2.1.3 Calculation of 
drinking water threat-likelihood of 
release factor ootegory value. Explains 
how to assign the factor category value. 

Section 4.2.2.2 Drinking water 
threat-waste characteristics. Explains 
the general approach for evaluating this 
factor category. 

Section 4..2.2.2.1 Toxicity/mobility/ 
persistence. Explains the approach for · 
evaluating these factors. 

Section 4.2.2.2.1.1 Toxicity. Explains 
that toxicity values are assigned to all 
hazardous substances available to 
migrate to ground water. 

Section 4.2.2.2.1.2 Mobility. Explains 
that the mobility value is assignerl to all 
hazardoos substances available to 
migrate to ground water. 

Section 4.2.2.2.1.3 Persistence. 
Explains that this factor value is 
assigned as in the drinking water ~t 
for the overland flow/flood migration 
component for all hazardous substances 
available to migrate to ground water. 

Section 4.2.2.2.1.4 Calculation of 
toxicity/mobility/persistence foetor 
value. Explains that the factor value is 
the highest value assigned to any 
hazardous substance evaluated using 
Table 4-26, which is new. 

Section 4.2.2.2.2 · Hazardous waste 
quantity. Explains that hazardous waste 
quantity is calculated for hazardous 
substances available to migrate to 
ground ~ater. 

Section 4.2.2.2.3 Calculation of 
drinking water threat-waste 
characteristics factor category value. 
Explains how to calculate the factor 
category value. 

Section 4.2.2.3 Drinking water 
threat-ID.rgets. Explains the gena-al 
approacn for evaluating this factor 
category. 

Section 4.2.2.3.1 Nearest intake. 
Explaim how to determine the dilution 
weight adjustment using Table 4-27, 
which was added. and bow to assign 
factor values. Figure 4-3 was added to 
illustrate determination of the ground 
water to surface water angle. (See 
section ill 0 of this preamble for a 
discussion of this adjustment.) 

Section 4.2.2.3.2 Population. This 
section .parallels other population factor 
sections. 

Section 4.2.2.3.2.1 Level I 
concentrations. Parallels the population 
factor sections in the overland flow/ 
flood migration component. 

Section 4.2.2.3.2.2 Level II 
concentrations. Parallels the population 
factor sections in the overland flow I 
flood migration component. 

Section 4.2.2.3.2.3 Potential 
contamination. Parallels the population 
factor sections in the overland flow/ 
flood migration component, except for 
addition of the dilution weight 
adjustment. 

Section 4.2.2.3.2.4 Calculation of 
population factor value. Parallels other 
population factor sections. 

Section 4.2.2.3.3 Resources. Parallels 
other resou."CeS factor sections. 

Section 4.2.2.3.4 Calculation of the 
drin.ldng water threat-targets factor 
category value. Explains how to 
calculate the factor category vc.h.e. 

Section 4.2.2.4 Calculation of 
drinking water threat score for a 
watershed. Explains how to calculate 
the score for a watershed. 

Section 4.2.3 Human food chain 
threat. Lists the factors evaluated. . 

Section 4.2.3.1 Human food chain 
threat-likelihood of release. Explains 
how to assign the factor category value. 

Section 4.2.3.2 Human food chain 
threat-waste characteristic:s. Lists the 
factors evaluated. 

Section 4.2.3.2.1 Toxicity/mobility/ 
persistence/bioaccUIIWlation. Explains 
bow to calculate these factor values 
using Tabie 4-28, which is new. 

Section 4.2.3.2.1.1 · Toxicity. Explains 
how to calculate this factor value. 

Section 4.2.3.2.1.2 Mobility. Explains 
how to calculate this factor value. 

Section 4.2.3.2.1.3 Persistence. 
Explains how to calculate this factor 
value. 

Section 4.2.3.2.1.4 Bioaccumulction 
potentlol. Explains how to calculate this 
factor value. 

Section 4.2.3.2.1.5 Calculation of 
toxicity /mobility /persistence/ 
bioaccumulation factor value. Explains 
how to calculate this \'alue using Tables 
3-9, 4-26, and 4-28. 

Section 4.2.3.2.2 Hazardous waste 
quantity. Explains how to assign the 
factor value. 

Section 4.2.3.2.3 Calculation of 
human food chain threat-waste 
characteristics factor category value. 
Explains how to calculate this factor 
category value. 

Section 4.2.3.3 Human food chain 
threat-ta . .r·gets. Explains the factors to 
be evaluated. 

Section 4.2.3.3.1 Food chain 
individual. Explains how to assign the 
factor value. 

Section 4.2.3.3.2 Population. Explains 
how to calculate this factor value. 

Section 4.2.3.3.2.1 Level I 
concentralioll$. Parallels the population 
factor in the human food chain threat for 
the overland flow/flood migration 
component. 

Section 4.2.3.3.2.2 Level II 
concentrations. Parallels the population 
factor in the human food chain threat for 
t..i.e overland flow/flood migrabon 
component. ' 

Section 4.2.3.3.2.3 Potential human 
food chaiii contamination. Parallels the 
population factor in the human food 
chain threat for the overland flow/flood 
component, except for addition of the 
dilution weight adjustment. 
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Section 4.2.3.3.2.4. Calculation of the 
population factor value. Explains how to 
calculate this factor value. 

Section 4.2.3.3.3 Calculation of ; 
human food chain threat-targets factor 
category value. Explains how to 
calculate this factor category value. 

Section 4.2.3.4 Calculation of human 
food chain threat score for a watershed. 
Explains how to calculate the score for a 
watershed. 

Section 4.2.4 Environmental threat. 
Lists the factors evaluated. 

Section 4.2.4.1 Environmental 
threat-likelihood of release. Explains 
how to calculate this factor category 
value. 

Section 4.2.4.2 Environmental 
threat-waste characteristics. Explains 
how to calculate this factor category 
value. 

Section 4.2.4.2.1 Ecosystem toxicity/ 
mobility/persistence/bioaccumulation. 
Explains how to calculate these factor 
values. 

Section 4.2.4.2.1.i Ecosystem 
toxicity. Explains how to caiculate this 
factor value. 

Section 4.2.4.2.1.2 Mobility. Explains 
how to calculate this factor value. 

Section 4.2.4.2.1.3 Persistence. 
Explains how to calculate this factor 
.value. 

Section 4.2.4.2.1.4 Ecosystem 
bioaccumulation potential. Parallels the 
ecosystem bioaccumulation evaluation 
in the overland flow/flood component, 
except expands the species considered 
as discussed in section Ill J. 

Section 4.2.4.2.1.5 Calculation of 
ecosystem toxicity /mobility I 
persistence/bioaccumulation factor 
value. Explains how to calculate this 
factor value using Tables 3-9, 4-29, and 
4-30, which were added. · 

Section 4.2.4.2.2 Hazardous waste 
quantity. Explains how to calculate this 
factor value. 

Section 4.2.4.2.3 Calculation of 
environmental threat-waste 
characteristics factor category value. 
Explains how to calculate this factor 
category value. . 

Section 4.2.4.3 Environmental 
threat-targets. Expiei .. ~ how to 
calculate this factor category value. 

Section 4.2.4.3.1 Sensitive 
environments. Explains how to calculate 
this factor value. 

Section 4.2.4.3.1.1 Level I 
concentrations. Parallels factor sections 
in the overland flow/flood migration 
component. 

Section 4.2.4.3.1.2 Level II 
concentrations. Parallels factor sections 
in the overland flow/flood migration 
component. · 

Section 4.2.4.3.1.3 Potential 
contamination. Parallels factor sections 

in the overland flow/flood migration 
component. except for addition of the 
dilution weight adjustment. 

Section 4.2.4.3.1.4 Calculation of 
environmental threat-targets factor 
category value. Explains how to 
calculate the value for the factor 
category. 

Section 4.2.4.4 Calculation of 
environmental threat score for a 
watershed. Explains how to calculate 
this threat score for a watershed. 

Section 4.2.5 Calculation of ground 
water to surface water migration 
component score for a waterShed . 
Exp~ains how to calculate a watershed 
score for this component. 

Section 4.2.6 Calculation of ground 
water to surface water migration 
component score. Explains how to 
calculate this score based on the scores 
for watersheds evaluated for this 
component. 

Section 4.3 Calculation of surface 
water migration pathway score. · 
Explains how to assign the pathway 
score. 

IIi addition to the above noted 
changes, the recreational use threat has 
been eliminated. The drinking water use 
and other use factors have also been 
eliminated as have the tables (4-12 and 
4-13 in the proposed rule) that related to 
scoring these factors. Figures 4-1,4-2, 
and 4-3 as well as Tables 4-15, and 4-17 
through 4-22 from the proposed rule 
have been eliminated. 

Section 5 Soil Exposure Pathway 

The soil exposure pathway evaluates 
threats resulting from contamination of 
surface material. The major changes 
specific to this pathway include revision 
of the name of the pathway; elimination 
of children under seven as a population 
that must be counted and evaluated 
separately; addition of hazardous waste 
quantity to the waste characteristics 
factor category; inclusion of workers in 
the evaluation of resident population 
targets; weighting of resident population 
based on benchmarks; inclusion of the 
nearest individual factor in both the 
resident and nearby targets factor 
category; inclusion of a resources factor 
in the resident population evaluation; 
and revisions to the sensitive 
environments factor. 

Section 5.0 Soil Exposure Pathway. 
The name of the pathway has been 
changed from onsite exposure to soil · 
exposure. Descriptive text has been 
removed. Figure 5-1 has been revised to 
reflect revisions to the factors 
evaluated. Table 5-1 has been revised to 
reflect the new factor category values 
throughout, which were made more 
consistent with the other pathways. 

Section 5.0.1 General 
considerations. Has been revised to 
Feflect the redefmition of source, 
discussed in section Ill N of this 
preamble. The methods for establishing 
areas of observed contamination and for 
determining the hazardous substances 
associated with an area of observed 
contamination have been clarified. The 
instructions have been revised to make 
clear that any part of a site that is 
covered by a permanent or otherwise 
maintained impermeable material such 
as asphalt is not considered in 
evaluating the pathway. 

Section 5.1 . Resident population 
threat. Has been revised to specify 
when the resident population threat 
should be evaluated. The requirements 
state that this threat is scored when 
there is an area of observed 
contamination within the property 
boundary and Within 200 feet of a 
residence, school, day care center, or 
workplace, or within the boundaries of 
terrestrial sensitive environments and 
specified resources. 

Section 5.1.1 Likelihood of exposure. 
Text has been simplifie·d. 

Section 5.1.2 Waste characteristics. 
Evaluation of waste characteristics has 
been changed to include hazardous 
waste quantity as well as toxicity. 
Hazardous waste quantity was added to 
the factor category in response to 
comments that the pathway did not 
consider the dose relationship; the 
combination of hazardous waste 
quantity and toxicity is a surrogate for 
that relationship and makes the 
pathway more consistent with the rest 
of the rule. The text has been revised to 
reflect the change. 

Section 5.1.2.1 Toxicity. References 
the section explaining how to assign 
toxicity factor values. 

Section 5.1.2.2 Hazardous waste 
quantity. This section is new and 
explains how to assign a value to this 
factor. Table 5-2, Hazardous Waste 
Quantity Evaluation Equations for Soil 
Exposure Pathway, is a revision of 
Table 2-14 from the proposed rule. This 
table differs from Table 2-5 of the final 
rule because generally only the top two 
feet of an area of observed 
contamination are considered in 
evaluating the pathway. Landfills, 
contaminated soils, waste piles, land 
treatment areas, dry surface 
impoundments, and buried/backfilled 
surface impoundments, which can be 
evaluated based on their volume in 
Table 2-5, are evaluated for this 
pathway using the area measure 
because the area measure now has a 
two-foot depth built into the equation. 
Surface impoundments containing 
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hazardous substances present as liquids, 
tanks. and containers may be evaluated 
based on volume because it is possible 
that a person could wade, swim, reach, 
or fall to a depth greater than two feet. 

Section 5.1.2.3 Calculation of waste 
characteristics factor qategory value. 
Explains how to combine the toxicity 
and hazardous waste quantity factor 
values, subject to the new maximum. 

Section 5.1.3 Targets. This factor 
category has been revised substantially. 
As discussed in section lli N above, the 
high-risk target population has been 
eliminated, and workers have been 
added as targets .. Table 5-3, Health
Based Benchmarks for Hazardous 
Substances in Soils, has been added to 
list benchmarks appropriate for this 
pathway. 

Section 5.1.3;1 Resident individual. 
The resident individual factor has been 
added for consistency with other 
pathways. 

Section 5.1.3.2 Resident population. 
Explains how to evaluate the resident 
population using health-based 
benchmarks, described in section ill H 
above, and how to estimate this · 
population. 

Section 5.1.3.2.1 Level I 
concentrations. Explains how to assign 
a value for this new factor. 

Section 5.1.3.2.2 Level II 
conc~ntrations. Explains how to assign 
a value for this new factor. 

Section 5.1.3.2.3 Calculation of 
resident population factor value. 
Explains how to calculate this factor 
value. 

Section 5.1.3.3 Workers. Explains 
how to evaluate workers. 

Section 5.1.3.4 Resources. Explains 
how to assign values if the area of 
observed contamination includes land 
used for commercial agriculture, 
commerqial silviculture, or commercial 
livestock grazing or production. 

Section 5.1.3.5 Terrestrial sensitive 
environments. The value assigned for 
this factor has been revised so that the 
value is based on the sum of the values 
assigned to terrestrial-sensitive 
environments in areas of observed 
contamination, rather than on the 
highest scoring terrestrial sensitive 
environment. The maximum value that 
can be assigned to this factor is limited, 
but is higher than under the proposed 
rule. The limit is determined by scoring 
the pathway With only sensitive 
environments in the targets factor 
category; the pathway score under these 
conditions may not exceed 60 points. 
The sensitive environments listed in 
Table 5-5 have been modified. The text 
has been simplified and references 
changed to correspond to changes in the 

rule. The rounding rule has been 
changed. 

Section 5.1.3.6 Calculation of 
resident population targets factor 
category value. Explains how to 
calculate the factor category value from 
the revised factors. The rounding rule 
has been changed. 

Section 5.1.4 Calculation of resident 
population threat score. Has only minor 
editorial changes. 

Section 5.2 Nearby population 
threat. Introductory text has been 
clarified. 

Section 5.2.1 Likelihood of exposure. 
Lists the factors evaluated. 

Section 5.2.1.1 Attractiveness/ 
accessibility. As explained in section lli 
N of this preamble, the name of this 
factor has changed as have the criteria 
used to assign values. This factor now 
emphasizes the use of the area by the 
general public. Descriptive text has been 
removed. Table 5-6 (proposed rule 
Table 5-4) has been changed by 
redefining the criteria and the assigned 
values, and by adding a value of 0 for 
sites that are physically inaccessible to · 
the public. 

Section 5.2.1.2 Area of 
contamination. The title of this section 
has been changed. This factor is now 
based solely on area of contamination, 
which relates to the likelihood of 
exposure, unlike hazardous waste 
quantity, which serves as part of the 
surrogate for dose. Values are assigned 
using Table 5-7, which is new. 

Section 5.2.1.3 Likelihood of 
exposure factor category value. Text 
has been revised to reflect the new 
names of the factors. Table 5-8 
(proposed rule Table 5-5) has been 
revised in response to the changes noted 
above for the attractiveness/ 
·accessibility and area of contamination 
factors. 

Section 5.2.2 Waste characteristics. 
Text has been revised to reflect changes 
in the factor category. 

Section 5.2.2.1 Toxicity. Explains . 
how to evaluate the toxicity factor for 
the nearby population threat. 

Section 5.2.2.2 Hazardous waste 
quantity. This section is new, as is 
consideration of this factor in this 
threat. As discussed above, this factor 
has been added in response to 
comments and to make the pathway 
more consistent with the other 
pathways. The section explains how to 
assign the factor value. 

Section 5.2.2.3 Calculation of waste 
characteristics factor category value. 
Explains how to combine the toxicity 
and hazardous waste quantity factor 
values, subject to the new maximum. 

Section 5.2.3 Targets. Descriptive 
text has been removed. 

Section 5.2.3.1 Nearby individual. 
This section is new and explains how tc 
assign a value to the nearby individual 
(i.e., resident or student with shortest 
travel distance) if there is no resident 
individual. The factor has been added to 
make the nearby threat consistent with 
other pathways. Table 5-9, Nearby 
Individual Factor Values, is new. 

Section 5.2.3.2 Population within one 
mile. This section is new and includes 
the te~t that previously appeared under 
the Targets section. The section explains 
how to assign a value using Table 5-10. 
The text has been revised for clarity. 
Table 5-10, Distance-Weighted 
Population Values for Nearby_ 
Population Threat, is new. The table 
assigns distance-weighted values for
population in each travel distance 
category. Tne values in the table were 
determined by statistical simulation to 

'yield the same population. C?n average. 
as the use of the formulas in the 
proposed rule. The distance weights 
have been modified as follows: for 
travel distance of > 0 to lf4 mile, the 
assigned distance weight is 0.025; for 
> lf4 to lfz mile, 0.0125, and for > lfz to 1 
mile. 0.00625. The use of population 
ranges has been adopted as part of the 
simplification discussed in section lli A. 

Section 5.2.3.3 Calculation of nearby 
population targets factor category value. 
Text has been revised to reflect the 
changes in the targets factor category 
and in the rounding rule. 

Section 5.2.4 Calfulation of nearby 
population threat score. Minor editorial 
changes only. 

Section 5.3 Calculation of the soil 
exposure pathway score. Has been 
changed to reflect the change in the 
value used as a divisor. 

In addition to the above noted 
changes, Figures 5-2 and 5-3 and Tables 
5-4 an.d 5-6 from the proposed rule have 
been removed. 

Section 6 Air Migration Pathway 

The air migration pathway evaiuates 
the relative threat resulting from 
releases or potential releases of 
hazardous substances, either as gases or 
particulates, to the air. The major 
changes specific to this pathway include 
separate evaluation of gas and 
particulates in the likelihood to release 
factor categorY; inclusion of benchmarks 
to evaluate population and the nearest 
individual; weighting of sensitive 
environments based on actual or 
potential contamination; revision of the 
distance weights; deletion of the land 
use factor and inclusion of a resources 
factor in the evaluation of population: 
and revisions to the mobility factor. 
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Section 6.0 Air Migration Pathway. 
Descriptive text has been removed. 
Figure 6-1 has been revised to reflect 
revisions to the factors evaluated, and 
Table 6-1 has been revised to reflect the 
new factor category values throughout' 

Section 6.1 Likelihood of release. 
Has been revised to eliminate 
explanatory text and to add instructions 
about which factors to evaluate for this 
factor category. 
· Section 6.1.1 Observed release. As 

discussed in section m G of this 
preamble, the specific criteria have been 
revised. 

Section 6.1.2 Potential to release. As 
explained in section m 0 of this 
preamble, the method for evaluating this · 
factor has been revised. Gas potential to 
release and particulate potential to 
release are evaluated separately. The 
explanatory text has ~en removed. 

Section 6.1.2.1 Gas potential to 
release. Explains how this factor is 
e"Jaluated. Table 6-2 (proposed rule 
Table 2-3) has been revised to apply 
caly to the gas potential to release 

-f .ctors. 
Section 6.1.2.1.1 Gas containment 

Descriptive text has been removed. 
Table 6-,3 (proposed rule Table 2-5} has 
been simplified. The depth requirements 
and other containment requirements 
have been revised based on public 
comment, the field test, and a re'l.'iew of 
recent information on covering systems. 
Consideration of biogas releases has 
been added. Assigned values have been 
revised and also reflect the revised 
maximum value for the factor. 

Section 6.1;2.1.2 Gas source o/IJe. 
New source types have been added to 
Table 6-4 (proposed rule Table 2-6), and 
the assigned values have been revised. 
As explained in section ID 0 of this 
preamble, new source types a."ld 
subgroups for specific types have been 
added. in response to comments and the 
field test, to make this factor easier to 
evaluate. Treatment of sources when no 
source meets the minimum size has been 
clarified. , 

Section 6.1.2.1.3 Gas migration 
potential. As explained in section III 0 
of this preamble, this section has been 
renamed and the approach for assigning 
values changed slightly. This section -
explains how to assign values to each 
substance and subsequently to the 
source using Tables 6-5, 6-6, and 6-7. 
Dry soil relative volatility has been 
removed as a measure of gas migration 
potential. The footnotes have been 
removed from Table 6-5 (proposed rule 
Table 2-7) and the name has been 
changed to "Values for Vapor Pressure 
and Henry's Constant" The titles of 
Tables 6-6 and 6-7 have been changed. 
The values assigned have also been 

changed to reflect the revised maximum 
value for the factor category. Descriptive 
text has been removed. 

Section 6.1.2.1.4 Calculation of gas 
potential to release value. Explains how 
to calculate this value. · 

Section 6.1.2.2 Particulate potential 
to release. Explains how this factor is 
evaluated. Table &-8 (proposed rule 
Table 2-3) has been reviSed to apply 
only to the particulate potential to 
release factors. · 

Section 6.1.2.2.1 Particulate 
containment. References Table 6-9 
(Table 2-5 from the proposed rule). The 
criteria and values assigned using this . 
table have been changed, as discussed 
in section m 0 of this preamble. 
Considerations of depth have been 
added for particulates. . . 

Section 8.1.2.2.2 Particulate source 
type. In response to comments, new 
kinds of source types and subgroups of 
source types have been added to make 
this factor easier to score. The values 
assigned have been revised to reflect the 
cha.'lged factor category maximum. 
Treatment of sources when no source 
meets the minimum size has been 
clarified. 

Section 6.1.2.2.3 Particulate 
migration potential. Has been renamed. 
Des¢ptive text has been removed. 
Proposed rule Figure 2-3 has been 
simplified. expanded. and renumbered 
as Figure 6-2. Proposed tu1e Table 2-9 
has been renumbered as Table 6-10. 

Section 6.1.2.2.4 Calculatio~ of 
particulate potential to release value. 
Describes how to calculate this value. 

Section 6.1.2.3 Calculation of 
potential to release factor value for the 
site. Text has been simplified and 
modified to account for gas and 
particulate potential to release. 

Section 6.1.3 Calculation of 
likelihood of release factor category 
value. Describes calculation procedure. 

Sec/ion 6.2 Waste characteristics. 
Descriptive text has been removed. 

Section 6.2.1 Toxicity/mobility. Text 
has been simplified. 

Section 6.2.1.1 Toxicity. Descriptive 
text has been removed and § 2.4.1.1 is 
referenced. 

Section 6.2.1.2 Mobility. As 
explained in section ill F of this 
preamble, the scoring of this factor has 
changed. Gas mobility is now based 
only on vapor pressure. The maximum 
value assigned for particulate mobility is 
no longer the same as the maximum 
assigned for gas mobility. The 
particulate mobility values are assigned 
based on Figure 6-3 or the equation in 
the text along with Table 6-12. The . 
values assigned have been put on linear 
scales to be consistent with the new 
structure of the waste characteristics 

factor category. The text has been 
simplified. 

Section 6.2.1.3 Calculation of 
toxicity/mobility factor value. Table 6-
13, proposed rule Table 2-12, the matrix 
for assigning toxicity/mobility factor 
values has been revised to reflect the 
changes in values assigned to both 
factors. 

Section 6.2.2 Hazardous waste 
quantity. Descriptive text has been 
removed and § 2.4.2 is referenced. 

Section 6.2.3 Calculation of waste 
characteristics factor cotegory value. 
The text has been revised to indicate the 
multiplication of the component factors, 
the new maximum value, and the table 
used to assign the factor category value. 

Section 6.3 Targets. The target 
distance limit has been modified to 
include targets beyond four miles when 
an observed release extends beyond 
that distance. Text has been added to 
explain how to evaluate populations and 
sensitive e."lvironments exposed to 
actual contamination. Text was added 
to clarify that actual contamination 
based on an observed release 
established by direct observation should 
be considered Levelll. Table S-14, 
Health-Based Benchmarks for · 
Hazardous Substances in Air, has been 
added to list the benchmarks used for 
this pathway. Table 6-15, Air Migration 
Pathway Distance Weights (proposed 
rule Table 2-16), has been revised to 
reflect changes in the distance weights 
discussed in section lli 0 of this 
preamble. 

Section 6.3.1 Nearest individual. The 
title has been changed from maximally 
exposed individual. As discussed above, 
this factor is now evaluated based on 
actual contamination and potential 
contamination. The name of Table 6-16 
(proposed rule Table 2-15) has been 
changed and the values have been 
revised based on changes to the 
distance weights. Descriptive text has 
been removed. 

Section 6.3.2 Population. Evaluation 
of population based on health-based 
benchmarks has been added as 
discussed in section III H of this 
preamble. 

Section 6.3.2.1 Level of 
contamination. Explains how to 
evaluate population based on 
concentrations of hazardous substances 
in. samples. 

Section 6.3.2.2 Level I 
concentrations. Explains how to 
evaluate populations exposed to Level I 
concentrations. The scoring cap was 
eliminated. and the multiplier (Le., 
weight) is now 10. 

Section 6.3.2.3 Levell/ 
concentrations. Explains how to 
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evaluate populations exposed to Level II 
concentrations. 

Section 6.3.2.4 Potential 
contamination. Explains how to assign 
values to populatio~s potentially 
exposed to contamination from the site. 
The formula for calculating population 
values has been revised. Table ~17, 
which assigns distance-weighted values 
for populations in each distance 
category, has been added. The values in 
the table were determined by statistical 
simulation to yield the same population, 
on average, as the use of the fonilulas in 
the proposed rule. The _use of population 
ranges has been adopted as part of the 
simplification discussed in section m A. 
The rounding rule has been changed, the 
scoring cap was eliminated, and the 
multiplier (i.e., weight) is now 0.1. 

Section 6.3.2.5 Calculation of the 
population factor value. Explains how to 
calculate the factor value. The scoring 
cap was eliminated. 

Section 6.3.3 Resources. Explains 
how to assign points to resources, which 
in this pathway is based-on the presence 
of commercial agriculture, commercial 
silviculture, and major or designated 
recreation areas. 

Section 6.3.4 Sensitive 
environments. Explains how sensitive 
environments are evaluated based on 
actual and potential contamination. The 
maximum value that can be assigned to 
this factor is limited, but is greater than 
in the proposed rule. The limit is -
determined by scoring the pathway with 
only sensitive environments in the 
targets factor category; the pathway 
score under _these conditions may not 
exceed 60 points. 

Section 6.3.4.1 Actual 
contamination. Explains how to assign 
factor values for sensitive environments 
subject to actual contamination and how 
to assign values to wetlands based on . 
total acreage. A new Table ~18, 
Wetlands Rating Values for the Air 
Migration Pathway, has been added to 
assign values to wetlands based on 
acreage. 

Section 6.3.4.2 Potential 
contamination. Explains how to 
calculate the factor value for potentially 
contaminated sensitive environments 
and how to assign values to wetlands 
based on total acreage within each 
distance category. The rounding rule has 
been changed. 

Section 6.3.4.3 Calculation of 
sensitive environments factor value. 
Explains how to calculate the factor
value. The rounding rule has been 
changed. 

Section 6.3.~ Calculation of targets 
factor category value. Text has been 
revised to r~flect the new names for 
factors. 

Section 6.4 Calculation of air 
migration pathway score. Text has been 
revised to reflect the new divisor. 

In addition to the above noted 
changes, the land use factor. Figure 2-2, 
and Tables 2-2, 2-3, 2-13, 2-17, and 2~19 
in the proposed rule have been removed. 

Section 7 Sites Containing Radioactive 
Substances 

This entire part of the rule is new, As 
discussed in section m E of the 
preamble, this section has been added 
to provide direction on evalJJating sites 
containing radioactive substances. 
Table 7-1lists factors evaluated 
differently for such sites. 

Section 7.1 Likelihood oT release/ 
likelihood of exposure. Explains the 
approach to evaluating the factor 
category. • 

Section 7.1.1 Observed release/ 
observed contamination. Explains how 
to evaluate pbserved release (observed 
contamination) for radionuclides. The 
evaluation differs for radionuclides that 
occur naturally or are ubiquitous in the 
environment, for man-made 
tadionuclides without ubiquitous 
background concentrations in the 
enVironment, and for gamma-emitting 
radionuclides in the soil exposure 
pathway. This section also explains-the 
appropriate procedures for sites with 
mixed radioactive and other hazardous 
substances. 

Section 7.1.2 Potential to release. 
Explains that potential to release factors 
are evaluated on the physical and 
chemical properties of radionuclides, not 
their radioactivity. 

Section 7.2 Waste characteristics. 
Lists the factors evaluated. 

Section 7.2,1 Human toxicity. 
Explains how to assign toxicity values 
to ~:adioactive substances and describes 
appropriate procedures for sites -
containing mixed radionuclides and 
other hazardous substances. 

Section 7.2.2 Ecosystem toxicity. 
Explains that ecosystem toxicity for 
radionuclides is assigned a value in the 
same way as is human toxicity except 
that the default value is 100 rather than 
1,000. 

Section 7.2.3 Persistence. Explains 
that radioactive substances are assigned 
persistence values based solely on half
life-radioactive half-life and 
volatilization half-life. Explains how to 
evaluate persistence for mixed 
radioactive and other hazardous 
substances. 

Section 7.2.4 Selection of the 
substance potentially posing greatest 
hazard. The section explains how to 
select the substance potentially posing 
the greatest hazard. 

Section 7.2.5 Hazardous waste 
quantity. Explains how to evaluate the 
hazardous waste quantity factor for 
sites containing radioactive substances. 

Section 7.2.5.1 Source hazardous 
waste quantity for radionuclides. 
Describes differences between the 
migration pathways and the soil 
exposure pathway. 

Section 7.2.5.1.1 Radionuclide 
constituent quantity (Tier A). Explains 
how to evaluate radionuclide 
constituent quantity for radionuclides.-

Section 7.2.5.1.2 Radionuclide 
wastestream quantity (Tier B). Explains 
how to evaluate radionuclide 
wastestream quantity for radionuclides. 

Section 7.2.5.1.3 Calculation of 
source hazardous waste quantity value 
for radionuclides. Explains how to 
assign a source value. 

Section 7.2.5.2 Calculation of 
hazardous waste quantity factor value 
for radionuclides. Explains how to 
calculate the hazardous waste quantity 
factor value for radionuclides and 
describes use of the minimum value, 
which is either 10 or 100 (as described in 
section 2.4.2.2 above). 

Section 7.2.5.3 Calculation of · 
hazardous waste quantity factor value 
for sites containing mixed radioactive 
and other hazardous substances. 
Explains how to calculate the factor 
value for these sites. 

Section 7.3- Targets. Explains how to 
evaluate targets at sites containing 
radioactive substances and sites 
containing radioactive and other 
hazardous substances. 

Section 7.3.1 Level of contamination 
at a sampling location. Explains how to 
determine the appropriate level of · 
contamination. 

Section 7.3.2 Selection of 
.benchmarks and comparisons with 
observed release/observed 
contamination. This section lists the 
benchmarks and explains how they are 
used in determining the level of 
contamination. 

V. Required Analyses 

A. Executive Order No.12291 

Under Executive Order No.12291, the 
Agency must judge _whether a regulation 
is "major" and thus subject to the 
requirement of a Regulatory Impact 
Analysis. The rule published today is· 
not major because the rule will not 
result in an effect on the economy of 
$100 million or more, will not result in 
increased costs or prices, will not have 
significant adverse effects on 
competition. employment. investment. 
productivity, and innovation, and will 
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not significantly disrupt domestic and 
export markets. 

To estimate the costs associated with 
the final rule, a final economic analysis 
entitled "Economic Impact Analysis of 
the Revised Hazard Ranking System" 
was prepared as an addendum to the 
December 1987 economic impact 
analysis (EIA) to incorporate new data. 
As in the January 1988 EIA, the total 
annual cost of implementing the final 
rule is estimated as a function of the 
number of Screening Sis {SS!} and 
Listing Sis (LSI) that will be conducted 
annually and the unit cost of each. In the 
January 1988 ElA, estimates of total 
costs were developed assuming 1,130 
SSis and 100 LSis would be conducted 
annually. The Agency now estimates 
that 1.100 Sis will be cor.ducted 
annually (EPA is no longer using the 
terms SS! and LSi). The total annual 
cost is estimated to be $78.8 million, the 
sum of the cost of conducting 1,000 Sis 
at a unit cost of$55,000, 70 Sis for NPL 
sites (without monitoring wells) at a unit 
cost of $100,000, and 30 Sis for NPL sites 
('"-·ith monitoring wells) at a unit cost of 
$160;000. 

To estimate the incremental cost of 
implementing the final revised version 

·of the HRS, the unit cost of conducting 
all preremediallisting activities using 
the current HRS from the January 1988 
EIA is updated. That cost was estimated 
to be $58,200 in the Janu~ry 1988 EIA, 
and was developed assuming the PA 
had already been conducted. The 1988 
estimate is a function of 480 hours of 
Field Investigation Team (FIT) technical 
time valued at $40 per hour and 30 
samples being evalua,ted a! a unit cost of 
$1,300 per sample. To comparetlie costs 
of t.~e current HRS to those qeveloped 
above for the final revised-version of the 
HRS, the FIT technical time is valued at 
$50 per hour and each sample 
evaluation is estimated to cost $1,000. 
The revised total cost of conducting all 
listing activities beyond the PA for the 
cwTent HRS, therefore, is estimated to 
be $54,000. In addition, the average level 
of effort for a PA under the current HRS 
is estimated to be 60 hours, and the unit 
cost of the PA, assuming a $50 FIT 
hourly rate, is estimated to be $3,000. 

Based on these revisions. the annual 
cost of using the current HRS is 
estimated to be $65.4 million, the sum of 
the cost of conducting 2,000 PAs at a· 
unit cost of $3,000 ($6 million) and the 
cost of conducting 1.100 Sis at a unit 
cost of $54,000 ($59.4 million). Compared 
to the current HRS, the annual 
incremental cost of using the final 
revised version of the HRS is estimated 
to be $13.4 million. On the basis of this 
evaluation, implementing the final 

revised version of the HRS would not 
constitute a major rule, because the 
annual incremental cost of the final rule 
is less than $100 million. No negative · 
economic effects are anticipated from 
this rule. 

B. Regulatory Flexibility Determinaticn 

Appendix A of the December 1987 EIA 
includes an assessment of the ability of · 
responsible parties to pay the costs of 
HRS scoring under the current HRS and 
the three altemative scoring 
mechanisms considered at that time. 
That analysis evaluated the impact of 
HRS costs under each ranking 
methodology on the financial viability of 
15 sample companies. Under that 
analysis, only the smallest sample firm 
(one with an average net income of 
$53,700} was· expected to have difficulty 
in paying the costs of conducting a 
complete SI under each of the 
alternative ranking scenarios. The new 
unit cost of a complete SI developed 
during the Phase I field test and used in 
this economic analysis falls within the 
range of costs already evaluated in 
appendix A of the December 1987 EIA. 
Given the previous analysis, EPA 
concludes that most sample firms are 
healthy enough financially to be able to 
afford the expenditures associated with 
HRS site inspections. Responsible 
Parties (RPs) that are financially similar 
to the smallest firm (Firm 15 in appendix 
A of the December 1987 RIA}, however, 
do not have the assets or the income to 
enable them to assume payments similar 
to the estimates derived for the SI done 
under the current HRS or the final 
re·.ised version of the HRS. 

The Regulatory Flexibility Act of 1980 
requires that Federal agencies explicitly 
cons'ider the effec;:ts of proposed and 
existing regulations on small entities 
and examine alternative regulations that 
would reduce significant adverse 
impacts on small entities. The small 
entities that could be affected by the 
revisions to the HRS are small 
businesses and small municipalities that 
are responsible for hazardous wastes at 
a site. Based on the updated analysis 
presented here, EPA concludes L'lat 
using-the final rule is unlikely to result 
in a significant impact on a substantial 
number of small entities. As discussed 
in the December 1987 EIA. this 
conclusion is drawn because small firms 
are no more or less likely to be 
responsible parties than are large firms. 

·In addition, when they are RPs, small 
firms usually are one of several 
companies responsible for a site and 
probably would not bear the full burden 
of liability for HRS expenditures and 
other cleanup costs .. 

C. Paperwork Reduction Act 

. The information collection 
requirements contained in this rule have 
been approved by the Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) under 
the provisions of the Paperwork 
Reduction Act, 44 U.S.C. 3501 et seq., 
and has assigned OMB control number 
2050-0095. 

Public reporting burden for this 
collection of information is estimated to 
be 620 hours per response, including 
time for reviewing instructions, 
searching existing data sources, 
gathering and maintaining the data 
needed, and completing and reviewing 
the-collection of information. Send 
comments regarding the burden estimate 
or any other aspect of this collection of 
information, including suggestions for 
reducing this burden, to Chief, 
Information Policy Branch, PM-U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, 401 M 
St., SW., Washington, DC 20460; and thf! . 
Office of Information and Regulatory 
Affairs, Office of Management and 
Budget, Washington, DC 20503, marked 
"Attention: Desk Officer for EPA" 

D. Federalism Implications 

E.O. 12612 requires agencies to assess 
whether a l"e&'.llation will have 
substantial direct effects on the States, 
on the relationship between the natiotf.il 
government and the States, or on the 
distribution of power and 
responsibilities among the various levels 
of government. EPA has determined that 
this regulation does not have federalism 
implications and that, therefore, a 
Federalism Assessment is not required. 

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 300 

Air pollution controls, Chemicals, 
Hazardous materials, Intergovernmental 
relations, Natural resources, Oil 
pollution, Reporting and recordkeeping, 
Superfund. Waste treatment and · 
disposal, Water pollution control, Water 
supply. 

Dated: November 9, 1990. 

William K. Reilly, 
Administrator. 

40 CFR part 300 is amended as 
follows: 

PART 3DO-[AMENDED] 

1. The authority citation for part 300 
continues to read as follows: 

Authority: 42 U.S.C. 9605: 33 U.S.C. 
1321( c}(2}: E.O. No. 117535. 38 FR 21243: E.O 
No. 12580. 52 FR 2923. . 

2. Part 300, appendix A is revised to 
read as follows: 
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Appendix A to Part 300-The Hazard 
Ranking System 
Table of Contents 

List of Figures 
List of Tables 
1.0. IntrOduction. 
1.1 Definitions. · 
2.0 Evaluation$ Common to Multiple 

Pathways. 
~.1 Overview. 
2.1.1 Calculation of HRS site score. 
2.1.2 Calculation of pathway score. 
2.1.3 Common evaluations. 
2.2 Characterize sources. 
2.2.1 Identify sources. 
2.2.2 Identify hazardous substances 

associated with a source. 
2.2.3 Identify hazardous substances 

available to a pathway. 
2.3 Likelihood of release. 
2.4 Waste characteristics. 
2.4.1 Selection of substance potentially 

posing gi'eatest hazard. 
2.4.1.1 Toxicity factor. 
2.4.1.2 Hazardous substance selection. 

2.4.2 Hazardous waste quantity. 
2.4.2.1 Source hazardous waste quantity. 
2.4.2.1.1 Hazardous constituent quantity. 
2.4.2.1.2 Hazardous wastestream quantity. 
2.4.2.1.3 Volume. 
2.4.2.1.4 Area. 
2.4.2.1.5 Calculation of source hazardous 

·waste quantity value. 
2.4.2.2 Calculation of hazardous waste 

quantity factor value. 
2.4.3 Waste characteristics factor category 

value. 
"2.4.3.1 Factor category value. 
2.4.3.2 Factor category value, considering 

bioaccumulation potential. 
2.5 Targets. 
2.5.1 Determination of level of actual 

contamination at a sampling location. 
2.5.2 Comparison to benchmarks. 
3.0 Ground Water Migration Pathway. 
3.0.1 General considerations. 

3.0.1.1 Ground water target distance limit. 
3.0.1.2 Aquifer boundaries. 
3.0.1.2.1 Aquifer interconnections. 
3.0.1.2.2 Aquifer discontinuities. 
3.0.1.3 Karst aquifer. 

3.1 Likelihood of release. 
3.1.1 Observed release. 
3.1.2 Potential to release. 

3.1.2.1 Containment. 
3.1.2.2 Net precipitation. 
3.1.2.3 Depth to aquifer. 
3.1.2.4 Travel time. 
3.1.2.5 Calculation of potential to release 

factor value. 
3.1.3 Calculation of likelihood of release 

factor category value. 
3.2 Waste characteristics. 
3.2.1 Toxicity/mobility. 

3.2.1.1 Toxicity. 
3.2.1.2 Mobility. 
3.2.1.3 Calculation oftoxicity/mobility 

factor value. 
3.2.2 Hazardous waste quantity. 
3.2.3 Calculation of waste characteristics 

factor category value. 
3.3 Targets. 
3.3.1 Nearest well. 
3.3.2 Population. 

3.3.2.1 Leve' or contamination. 

3.3.2.2 Level I concentrations. 
3.3.2.3 Level IT concentrations. 
3.3.2.4 Potential contamination. 
3.3.2.5 Calculation of population factor 

value. 
3.3.3 Resources. 
3.3.4 Wellhead Protection Area. 
3.3.5 Calculation of targets factor category 

value. 
3.4 Ground water migration score for an 

aquifer. · 
3.5 Calculation of ground water migration 

pathway score. 
4.0 Surface Water Migration Pathway. 
4.0.1 Migration components. 
4.0.2 Surface water categories. 
4.1 Overland/flood migration component. 
4.1.1 General considerations. 

4.1.1.1 Definition of hazardous substance 
migration path for overland/flood 
migration component. 

4.1.1.2 Target distance limit. 
4.1.1.3 Evaluation of overland/flood 

migration component. 
4.1.2 Drinking water threat. 

4.1.2.1 Drinking water threat-~elihood of 
release. 

4.1.2.1.1 Observed release. 
4.1.2.1.2 Potential to release. 
4.1.2.1.2.1 Potential to release by overland 

flow. · 
4.1.2.1.2.1.1 Containment. 
4.1.2.1.2.1.2 Runoff. 
4.1.2.1.2.1.3 Distance to surface water. 
4.1.2.1.2.1.4 Calculation of factor value for 

potential to release by overland flow. 
4.1.2.1.2.2 Potential to release by flood. 
4.1.2.1.2.2.1 Containment (flood). 
4.1.2.1.2.2.2 Flood frequency. 
4.1.2.1.2.2.3 Calculation of factor value for 

potential to release by flood. 
4.1.2.1.2.3 Calculation of potential to 

release factor value. 
4.1.2.1.3 Calculation of drinking water 

threat-likelihood of release factor 
category value. 

4.1.2.2 Drinking water threat~waste 
characteristics. 

4.1.2.2.1 Toxicity /persistence. 
4.1.2.2.1.1 Toxicity .• 
4.1.2.2.1.2 Persistence. 
4.1.2.2.1.3 Calculation of toxicity I 

persistence factor value. 
4.1.2.2.2 Hazardous waste quantity. 
4.1.2.2.3 Calculation of drinking water 

threat-waste characteristics factor 
category value. 

4.1.2.3 Drinking water threat-targets. 
4.1.2.3.1 Nearest intake. 
4.1.2.3.2 Population. 
4.1.2.3.2.1 Level of contamination. 
4.1.2.3.2.2 Level I concentrations. 
4.1.2.3.2.3 Level n concentrations. 
4.1.2.3.2.4 Potential contamination. 
4.1.2.3.2.5 Calculation of population factor 

value. 
4.1.2.3.3 Resources. 
4.1.2.3.4 Calculation of drinking water 

threat-targets factor category value. 
4.1.2.4 - Calculation of the drinking water 

threat score for a watershed. 
4.1.3 Human food chain threat. 

4.1.3.1 Human food chain threat
likelihood of release. 

4.1.3.2 Human food chain threat-waste 
characteristics. 

4.1.3.2.1 Toxicity /persistence/ 
bioaccumulation. 

4.1.3.2.1.1 .Toxicity. 
4.1.3.2.1.2 Persistence. 
4.1.3.2.1.3 Bioaccumulation potential. 
4.1.3.2.1.4 Calculation of toxicity/ 

persistence/bioaccumulation factor 
value. 

4.1.3.2.2 Hazardous waste quantity. 
4.1.3.2.3 Calculation of human food chain 

threat-waste characteristics factor 
category value. 

4.1.3.3 Human food chain threat-targets. 
4.1.3.3.1 Food chain individual. 
4.1.3.3.2 Population. 
4.1.3.3.2.1 Level I concentrations. 
4.1.3.3.2.2 Level n concentrations. 
4.1.3.3.2.3 Potential human food chain 

contamination: 
4.1.3.3.2.4 Calculation of population factor 

value .. 
4.1.3.3.3 Calculation of human food chain 

threat-targets factor category value. 
4.1.3.4 Calculation of human food chain 

threat score for a watershed. 
4.1.4 Environmental threat. · 

4.1.4.1 Environmental threat-likelihood of 
release. 

4.1.4.2 Environmental threat-waste 
characteristics. 

4.1.4.2.1 Ecosystem toxicity/persistence/ 
bioaccumulation. 

4.1.4.2.1.1 Ecosystem toxicity. 
4.1.4.2.1.2 Persistence. 
4.1.4.2.1.3 Ecosystem bioaccumulation 

potential. 
4.1.4.2.1.4 Calculation of ecosystem -

toxicity /persistence/bioaccumulation 
factor value. 

4.1.4.2.2 Hazardous waste quantity. 
4.1.4.2.3 Calculation of environmental 

threat-waste characteristics factor 
category value. 

4.1.4.3 Environmental threat-targets. 
4.1.4.3.1 Sensitive environments. 
4.1.4.3.1.1 Level I concentrations. 
4.1.4.3.1.2 Level n concentrations. 
4.1.4.3.1.3 Potential contamination. 
4.1.4.3.1.4 Calculation of environmental 

threat-targets factor category value. 
4.1.4.4 Calculation of environmental 

threat score for a watershed. 
4.1.5 C~lculation of overland/flood 

migration component score for a 
watershed. 

4.1.6 Calculation of overland/flood 
migration component score. 

4.2 Ground water to surface water migration 
component. 

4.2.1 General Considerations. 
4.2.1.1 Eligible surface waters. 
4.2.1.2 Befinition of hazardous substance 

migration path for ground water to 
surface water migration component. 

4.2.1.3 Observed release of a specific 
hazardous substance to surface water in

. water segment. 
4.2.1.4 Target distance limit. 
4.2.1.5 Evaluation of ground water to 

surface water migration component. 
4.2.2 Drinking water threat. 

4.2.2.1 Drinking water threat-likelihoo. of 
release. 

4.2.2.1.1 Observed release. 
4.2.2.1.2 Potential to release. 
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4.2.2.1.3 Calculation of drinking water 
threat-likelihood of release factor 
category value. 

4.2.2.2 Drinking water threat-waste 
characteristics. 

4.2.2.2.1 Toxicity /mobility /persistence. 
4.2.2.2.U Toxicity. 
4.2.2.2.1.2 Mobility. 
4.2.2.2.1.3 Persistence. 
4-2.2.2.1.4 Calculation of toxicity! 

mobility /persisteuce factor value. 
4.2.2.2.2 .Hazardous waste quantity. 
4.2.2.2.3' Calculation of drinking water 

threat-waste characteristics factor 
category value. 

4.2.2.3 Drinking water threat-targets. 
4.2.2.3.1 Nearest intake. 
4.2.2.3.2 Population.. 
4.2.2.3.U Level I concentrations. 
4.2.2.3.2.2 Level ll concentrations. 
4.2.2.3.2.3 Potential contamination. 
4.2.2.3.2.4- Calculation of population factor 

value. 
4.2.2.3.3 Resources. 
4.2.2.3.4 Calculation of drinking water 

threat-targets factor category value. 
4.2.2.4 Calculation of drinking water 

threat score for a watershed. ' 
4.2.3 Human food chain threat. 

4.2.3.1 Human food chain threat
likelihood of release. 

4.2.3.2 Human food chain threat-waste 
characteristics. 

4.2.3.2.1 Toxicity /mobility /persistence/ 
bioaccumulation. 

4.2.3.2.1..1 Toxicity. 
4.2.3.2.1.2 Mobility. 
4.2.3.2.L3 Persistence. 
4.2.3.2.1.4 Bioaccumulation potential. 
4.2.3.2.1.5 Calculation of toxicity I 

~~;~obility /persistence/bioaccumulation 
factor vlilue. 

4.2.3.2.2 Hazardous waste quantity. 
4.2.3.2.3 Calculation of human food chain 

threat-waste characteristics factor 
category value. 

4.2.3.3 Human food chain threat-targets. 
4.2.3.3.1 Food chain individual. 
4.2.3.3.2 Population. 
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1.0 Introduction 
The Hazard Ranking System (HRS) is the 

principal mechanism the U.S. Environmental 
Prolection Agency (EPA) uses to place sites 
on the National Priorities List (NPL). The HRS 
serves as a screening device to evaluate the 
potential for releases of uncontrolled 
hazardous substances to cause human health 
or environmental damage. The HRS provides 
a measure of relative rather than absolute 
risk. It is designed so that it can be 
consistently applied to a wide variety of 
sites. 

1.1 Definitions 
Acute toxicity: Measure of toxicological 

responses that result from a single exposure 

to a substance or from multiple exposures 
within a short period of time (typically 
several days or less). Specific measures of 
acute toxicity used within the HRS inclu(!e 
lethal dose-so (LDso) and lethal concentration.o 
(LC...), typically measured within a 24-hour to 
96-hour period. 

Ambient Aquatic Life Advisory 
Concentrations (AALACs): EPA's advisory 
concentration limit for acute or chronic 
toxicity to aquatic organisms as established 
under section 304(a)(1) of the Clean Water 
Act. as amended. 

Ambient Water Quality Criteria (A WQC): 
EPA's maximum acute or chronic toxicity 
concentrations for protection of aquatic life 
and its uses as established under section 
304(a)(1) of the Clean Water Act. as 
amended. 

Bioconcentration factor (BCF): Measure of 
the tendency for a substance to accumulate 
in the tissue of an aquatic organism. BCF is 
determined by the extent of partitioning of a 
substance, at equilibrium, between the tissue 
of an aquatic organism and water. As the 
ratio of concentration of a substance in the 
organism divided by the concentration in 
water, higher BCF values reflect a tendency 
for substances to accumulate in the tissue of 
aquatic organisms. [unitless]. · 

Biodegradation: Chemical reaction of a 
substance induced by enzymatic activity of 
microorganisms. 

CERCLA: Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 
1980, as amended (Pub. L. 96-510, as 
amended). 

Chronic toxicity: Measure of toxicological 
responses that result from repeated exposure 
to a substance over an extended period of 
time (typically 3 months or longer). Such 
responses may persist beyond the exposure 
or-may 1;1ot appear until much later in time 
than the exposure. HRS measures of chronic 
toxicity include Reference Dose (RID) values. 

Contract Laboratory Program (CLP): 
Analytical program developed for CERCLA 
waste site samples to fill the need for legally 
defensible analytical results supported by a 
high level of quality assurance and 
documentation. 

Contract-Required Detection Limit (CRDL). 
Term equivalent to contract-required 
quantitation limit, but used primarily for 
inorganic substances. 

Contract-Required Quantitation Limit 
(CRQL): Substance-specific level that a CLP 
laboratory must be able to routinely and 
reliably detect in specific sample matrices. It 
is not the lowest detectable level achievable. 
but rather-the level that a CLP laboratory 
should reasonably quantify. The CRQL may 
or may not be equal to the quantitation limit 
of a given substance in a given sample. For 
HRS purposes, the term CRQL refers to both 
the contract-required quantitation limit and 
the contract-required detection limit. 

Curie {Ci): Measure used to quantify the 
amount of radioactivity. One cune equals 37 
billion nuclear transformations per second. 
and one picocurie (pCi) equals 10- 12 Ci. 

Decay product: Isotope formed by the 
radioactive decay of some other isotope. This 
newly formed isotope possesses physical and 
chemical properties that are different from 
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those of its parent isotope. a~d may also be 
radioactive. 

Detection Limit (DL): Lowest amouri~ that 
can be distinguished from the normal random 
"noise" of an analytical instrUment or 
method. For I-IRS purposes. the detection 
limit used is the method detection limit 
{MDL) cr. for real-time field instruments, the 
detection limit of the instrument as used in 
the field. · 

Dilution weight: Parameter in the HRS 
surface water migration pathway that 
reduces the point value assigned to targets as 
the flow or depth of the relevant surface 
water-body increases. [unitless]. 
Di~tance weight: Parameter in the HRS air 

migration, ground water migration. and soil 
exposure pathways that reduces the point 
value assigned to targets as their distance 
increases from the site. [tinitless]. 

·Distribution coefficient (1(.:): Measure of· 
the extent of partitioning of a substance 
between geologic materials {for example. soil, 
sediment, rock} and water (also called 
partition coefficient}. The distribution 
coefficient is used in the HRS in evaluating 
the mobility of a substance for the ground 
water migration pathway. [ml/g]. 

ED,0 (10percent effective dose): Estimated 
dose associated with a 10 percent increase in 
response over control groups. For HRS 
purposes, the response considered is cancer. 
[milligrams toxicant per kilogram body 
weight per day (mg/kg-dayJ). 

Food and Dmg Administration Action 
Level (FDAilL): Under section 406 of the 
Federal Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act, as 
amended, concentration of a poisonous or 
deleterious substance in human food or 
animal feed at or above which IDA will take 
legal action to remove adulterated products 
from the market. Only IDAALs established 
for fish and shellfish apply in the HRS. 

Half-life: Length of time required for an 
initial concentration of a substance to be 
halved as a result ofloss through decay. The 
HRS considers five decay processes: 
biodegradation, hydrolysis. photolysis. 
radioactive decay, and volatilization. 

Hazardous substance: CERCLA hazardous 
substances, pollutants, and contaminants as 
defined in CERCLA sections 101(14) and 
101(33), except where otherwise specifically 
noted in the HRS. 

Hazardous wastest.-eam: Material 
containing CERCLA hazardous substances 
(as defmed in CERCLA section 101(14]) that 
was ·deposited, stored, disposed, or placed in, 
or that otherwise migrated to, a source. 

HRS "factor·~ Primary rating elements 
internal to the HRS. 

HRS "factor cate:;;ory ": Set of HRS factors 
(that is, likelihood of release (or exposure), 
waste characteristics, targets j. 

.HRS "migratio."l pathways'~ HRS groimd 
water, surface water, and air migration 
pathways. 

HRS "pathway": Set of HRS factor 
categories combined to produce a score to 
measure relative risks posed by a site in one 
of four environmental pathways (that is. 
ground water, surface water, soil, and air). 

HRS "site score": Composite of the four 
HRS pathway scores. . 

Henry's law constant· Measure of the 
'·olatility of a substance in a_dilute solution of 

water at equilibrium. It is the ratio of the 
vapor pressure exerted by a substance in the 
gas phase over a dilute aq!JeOus solution of 
that substance to its concentration in ·the 
solution at a given temperature. For HRS 
purposes, use the value reported at o.r near 
25• C. [atmosphere-cubic meters per mole 
(atm-m3/mol)). 

Hydrolysis: Chemical reaction of a 
substance with water. 

Karst· Terrain with characteristics of relief 
and drainage arising from a high degree of 
rock solubility in natural waters. The 
majority of karst occurs in limestones, but 
karst may also form in dolomite, gypsum. and 
salt deposits. Features associated with karst 
terrains typically include irregular 
topography, sinkholes. vertical shafts, abrupt 
ridges. caverns, abundant springs, and/or 
disappearing streams. Karst aquifers are 
associated with karst terrain. 

LC50 (lethal concentration, 50 percent): 
Concentration of a substance in air [typically 
micrograms per cubic meter ij.£g/m')) or 
water (typically micrograms per liter ij.£g/l)) 
that kills 50 percent of a group of exposed 
organisms. The LCeo is used in the HRS in 
assessing acute toxicity. 

LD50 (lethal dose, 50 percent): Dose of a· 
substance that kills 50 percent of a group of 
exposed organisms. The LDoo is used in the 
HRS in assessing acute toxicity {milligrams 
toxicant per kilogram body weight (mg/kg)]. · 

Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL): 
Under section 1412 of the Safe Drinking 
Water Act. as amended, the maximum 
permissible concentration of a substance in 
water that is delivered to any user of a public 
water supply. . 

Maximum Contaminant Level Goal 
(MCLG): Under section 1412 of the Safe 
Dri~ing Water Act, as amended, a 
nonenforceable concentration for a substance 
in drinking water that is protective of adverse 
human health effects and al!Qwa an adequate 
margin of safety. 

Method Detection Limit (MDL): Lowest 
concentration of analyte that a method can 
detect reliably in either a sample·or blank. 

Mixed radioactive and other hazardous 
suBstances: Material containing both 
radioactive hazardous substances and 
nonradioactive hazardous substances. 
regardless of whet.~er these types of 
substances are physically separated, 
combined chemically, or simply mixed 
together. 

National Ambient .llir Quality Standards 
(NAAQS): Primary standards for air q~ality 
established under sectior>.s 108 and 109 of the 
Clean Air Act, as amended. 

National Emission Standards for 
Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPs]: 
Standards established for substances listed 
under section 112 of the Clean Air Act. as 
amended. Only those NESHAPs promulgated 
in ambient concentration units apply in the 
HRS. 

Octanol-water partition coefficient (I<- for 
PJJ: Measure of the extent of partitioning of a 
substance between water and octanol at 
equilibrium. The I<_ is determined by the 
ratio between the concentration in octanol 
divided by the concentration in water at 
equilibrium. [unitless]. 

Organic corbon partition coefficient (X...:): 
Measure of the extent of partitioning of a 

substance, at equilibrium, between organic 
carbon in geologic materials and water. The 
higher the I<_ the more likely a substance is 
to bind to-geologic materials than to remain 
in water. [ml/g}. · 

Photolysis: Chemical reaction of a 
substance caused by direct absorption of 
solar energy (direct photolysis) or caused by 
other substances that absorb solar energy 
(indirect photolysis). 

Radiation: Particles (alpha, beta, neutrons) 
or photons (x- and gamma-rays} emitted by 
radionuclides. 

Radioactive dei:ay: Process of spontaneous 
nuclear transformation. whereby an isotope 
of one element is transformed into an isotope 
of another element, releasing excess energy 
in the form of radiation. 

Radioactive half-life: Time required for 
one-half the atoms in a given quantity of a 
specific radionuclide to undergo radioactive 
decay. 

&dioactive substance: Solid, liquid, or gas 
containing atoms of a single radionuclide or 
multiple radionuclides. 

Radioactivity: Property of those isotopes of 
elements that exhibit radioactive decay and 
emit radiation. 

Radionuclide/radioisotope: Isotope of en 
element exhibiting radioactivity. For HRS 
purposes, "radionuclide" and "radioisotope" 
are used synonymously. 

Reference dose (RfD]: Estimate of a daily 
exposure level of a substance to a human 
population below which adverse noncancer 
healih effects are not anticipated. [milligrams 
toxicant per kilogram body weight per day 
(mg/kg-day)). 

Removal action: Action that removes 
hazardous substances from. the site for proper 
disposal or destruction in a facility permitted 
under the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act or the Toxic Substances 
Control Act or by the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission. 

Roentgen (R): Measure of external 
exposures to ionizing radiation. One roentgen 
equals that amount of x-ray or gainma 
radiation required to produce ions· carrying a 
charge of1 electrostatic unit (esu) in 1 cubic 
centimeter of dry air under standard 
conditions. One microroentgen (~£R) equals 
to-•R. 

Sample quantitation Jimit(SQL): Quantity 
of a substance that can be reasonably 
quantified given the limits of detection for the 
methods of analysis and sample 
characteristics tha may affect quantitation 
(for example, dilution. concentration). 

Screening concentration: Media-specific 
benchmark concentration for a hazardous 
substance that is used in the HRS for 
comparison with the concentration of that 
hazardous substance in a sample from that 
media. The screening concentration for a 
specific hazardous substance corresponds to 
its reference dose for inhalation exposures or 
for oral exposures, as appropriate, and, if the 
·substance is a human carcinogen with a 
weight-of-evidence classification of A, B, or 
C, to that concentration that corresponds to 
its 10-' individual lifetime excess cancer risk 
for inhalation exposures or for oral 
exposures. as appropriate. 
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Site: Area(s) where a hazardous substance 
has been deposited, stored, disposed, or 
placed, or has otherwise come to be located. 
Such areas may include multiple sources and. 
may include the area between sources. 

S1ope factor (also referred to as cancer 
potency factor): Estimate of the probability of 
response (for example, cancer) per unit 
intake of a substance over a lifetime. The 
slope factor is typically used to estimate 
upper-bound probability of an individual 
developing cancer as a result of exposure to a 
particular level of a human carcinogen with a 
weight-of-evidence classification of A. B. or 
C. [(mg/kg-dayt 1 for non-radioactive 
substances and (p~r 1 for radioactive 
substances]. 

Source: Any area where a hazardous 
substance has been deposited, stored. 
disposed, or placed, plus those soils that have 
become contaminated from migration of a 
hazardous substance. Sources do not include 
those volumes of air, ground water, surface 
water, or surface water sediments that have 
become contaminated by migration, except: 
in the case of either a ground water·plume 
with no identified source or contaminated 
surface water sediments with no identified 
source, the plume or comaminated sediments 
may be considered a source. 

Target distance limit: Maximum distance 
over which targets for the site are evaluated. 
The target distance limit varies by HRS 
pathway .. 

Uranium Mill Tailings Radiation Control 
Act (UMTRCA) Standards: Standards for 
radionuclides established under sections 102. 
104, and 108 of the Uranium Mill Tailings 
Radiation Control Act, as amended. 

Vapor pressure: Pressure exerted by the 
vapor of a substance whim it is in equilibrium 
with its solid or liquid form at a given 
temperature. For HRS purposes, use the value 
reported at or near zs• C. [atmosphere or 
torr]. 

Volatilization: Physical transfer process 
through which a substance undergoes a 
change of state from a solid or liquid to a gas. 

Water solubility: Maximum concentration 
of a substance in pure water at a given 
temperature. For HRS purposes, use the value 
reported at or near 25• C. [milligrams per liter 
(mg/1)]. 

Weight-of-evidence: EPA classification 
system for characterizing the evidence 
supporting the designation of a substance as 
a human carcinogen. EPA weight-of-evidence 
groupings include: 

Group A: Human carcinogen--sufficient 
evidence of carcinogenicity in humans. 
Group B1: Probable human carcinogen-
limited evidence of carcinogenicity in 
humans. 
Group B2: Probable human carcinogen-
sufficient evidence of carcinogenicity in 
animals. 
Group C: Possible human carcinogen-
limited evidence of carcinogenicity in 
animals. 
Group D: Not classifiable as to human 
carcinogenicity--applicable when there 
is no animal evidence, or when human or 
animal evidence is inadequate. 
Group E: Evidence ·of noncarcinogenicity 
for humans. 

2.0 Evaluations Common to Multiple 
Pathways 

2.1 Overview. The HRS site score (S) is 
the result of an evaluation of four pathways: 

• Ground Water Migration (S .. ). 
• Surface Water Migration (S.,.). 
• Soil Exposure (S.). 
• Air Migration (S.). 
The ground water and air migration 

pathways use single threat evaluations, while 
the surface water migration and soil exposure 
pathways use multiple threat evaluations. 
Tliree threats are evaluated for the surface 
water migration pathway: drinki9-g water. 
human food chain, and environmental. These 
threats are evaluated for two separate 
migration components- -overland/ flood 
migration and ground water to surface water 
migration. Two threats are evaluated for the 
soil exposure pathway: resident population 
and nearby population. 

The HRS is structured to provide a parallel 
evaluation for each of these pathways and 
threats. This section focuses on these parallel 
evaluations, starting with the calculation of 
the HRS site score and the individual 
pathway scores. 

2.1.1 Calculation of HRS site score. 
Scores are first calculated for the individual 
pathways as specified in sections 2 through 7 
and then are combined for the site using the 
follo\0\,'ing root-mean-square equation to 
determine the overall HRS site score. which 
ranges from 0 to 100: 

S= 
s;...+s!.,+s! +S! 

4 

2.1.2 Calculation of patbway score. Table 
2-1, which is based on the air migration 
pathway, illustrates the basic parameters 
used to calculate,a pathway score. As Table 
2-1 shows. each pathway (or threat) score is 
the product of three "factor categories": 
likelihood of release, waste characteristics. 
and targets. '(The soil exposure pathway uses 
likelihood of exposure rather than likelihood 
of release.) Each of the three factor categories 
contains a set of factors that are assigned 
numerical values and combined as specified 
in sections 2 through 7. The factor values are 
rounded to the nearest integer, except where 

. otherwise noted. 
2.1.3 Common evaluations. Evaluations 

common to all four HRS pathways include: 
• Characterizing sources. 

-Identifying sources (and, for the soil 
exposure pathway. areas of observed 
contamination [see section 5.0.1)). 

-Identifying hazardous substances 
associated with each source {or area of 
observed contamination). 

-Identifying hazardous substances 
available to a pathway. 

TABLE 2-1.-SAMPLE PATHWAY 

SCORESHEET 

Factor category 
--~-Maxi- Value 

mum as· 
value . signed 

Ukelihood of Release 

1. Observed Release.......................... 550 
2. Potential to Release ....................... 500 
3. Ukelihood of Release (higher of 

lines 1 and 2) ................................. 550 

Waste Characteristics 

4. Toxicity/Mobility.............................. (a) 
5. Hazardous Waste Quantity............ (a) 
6. Waste Characteristics..................... ·100 

Targets 
7. Nearest Individual 

7a. Levell......................................... 50 
7b. Level II........................................ 45 
7c. Potential Contamination........... 20 
7d. Nearest Individual (higher of 

tines 7a, 7b, or 7c)....................... 50 
8. Population 

Sa. Level \.................................... .... . (b) 
8b. Level 11..: ..................................... \ (b) 
8c. Potential Contamination ........... (b) 
Sd. Total Population (lines 

. 8a+8b+8c) .............................. :... (b) 
9. Resources........................................ 5 
10. Sensitive Environments................ (b) 

1 Oa. ActUal Contamination ............. (b) 
1 Ob. Potential Contamination ......... 1 (b) 
1 Oc. Sensitive- Environments 

11. i!':~~:~~~:;:8d:;:9·:;:·;-o~i:: l~l 
12. Pathway Score is the product of Ukelihood of 

Release, Waste Characteristics, and Targets, di
vided by 82,500. Pathway scores are limited to a 
maximum of 1 00 points. 

• Maximum value applies to waste characteristics 
category. The product of lines 4 and 5 is used in 
Table 2-7 to derive the value for the waste charac
teristics factor category. 

• There is no limit to the human population or 
sensitive environments factor values. However. the 
pathway score based solely on sensitiv.e environ
ments is limited to a maximum of 60 points. 

• Scoring likelihood of release {or 
likelihood of exposure) factor category. 

-Scoring observed release (or observed 
contamination). 

-Scoring potential to release when there 
is no observed release. 

• Scoring waste characteristics factor 
category. 

-Evaluating toxicity. 
-Combining toxicity with mobility, 

persistence, and/or bioaccumulation 
(or ecosystem bioaccumulation) 
potential. as appropriate to the 
pathway (or threat). 

-Evaluating hazardous waste quantity. 
-Combining hazardous waste quantity 

with the other waste characteristics 
factors. 

-Determining waste characteristics 
factor category value. 

• Scoring targets factor category. 
-Determining level of contamination for 

targets. 
These evaluations are essentially identical 

for the three migration pathways (ground 
water. surface water. and air). Howevn the 
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evaluations differ in certain respects for the 
soil exposure pathway. 

Section 7 specifies modifications that apply 
to eacll pathway when evaluating sites 
containing radiQactive substances. 

· Section 2 focuses on evaluations common 
at the pathway and threat levels. Note that 
for the ground water and surface water 
migration pathways, separate scores are 
calculated for each aquifer (see section 3.0) 
and each watershed (see sections 4.1.1.3 and 
4.2.1.5) when detennining the pathway scores 
for a site. Although the evaluations in section 
2 do not vary when different aquifers or 
watersheds are scored at a site, the specific 
fact' r values (for example, observed release, 

hazardous waste quantity, toxicity/mobility) 
that result from these evaluations can vary 
by aquifer and by watershed at the site. This 
can occur through differences both in the 
specific SQurces and targets eligible to be 
evaluated for each aquifer and watershed 
and in whether observed releases can be 
established for each aquifer and watershed. 
Such differences in scoring at the aquifer and · 
watershed level are addressed in sections 3 
and 4, not section 2. 

2.2 Characterize sources. Source 
characterization includes identification of the 
following: 

• Sources (and areas of observed 
contamination) at the site. 

• Hazar<ioU!I!IUbstances associated with 
these sources (or areas of observed 
CQntaniination). 

• Pathways potentially threatened by 
these hazardous substances. 

Table 2-2 presents a sample worksh~t for 
source characterization. 

2.2.1 Identify sources. For the three 
migration pathways, identify the sources at 
the site that contain hazardous substances. 
Identify the migration pathway(s} to which 
each source applies. For the soil exposure . 
pathway, identify areas of observed 
contamination at the site (see section 5.0.1). 

TABLE 2-2.-SAMPlE SOURCE CHARACTERIZATION WORKSHEET 

Source:----

A. Source ctmensions and hazardous waste quantity. 

Hazardous constiiUent quantity: -

Hazardous wastestream quantity: -

Volume: __ 

Area: __ 

Area of obserled contamination: --

8. Hazardous subStanceS associated with the source. 

Hazardous substance 

Available to pathway. 

Surface water {SW) Soil 
Ground water f-~----..------1-----......-----

Gas Particulate (GW) Overland/ 
flood GWtos-N Resident 

2.2.2 JdentiiY hazardous substances 
associated with a source. For each of the 
three migration pathways, consider those 
hazardous substances documented in a 
source (for example. by sampling, labels, 
manifests, oral or written statements) to be 
associated with that source when evaluating 
each pathway. In some instances, a 
hazardous substance can be documented as 
being present at a site (for example, by 
labels, manifests. oral or written siatements), 
but the specific source{s) containing that 
hazardous substance cannot be documented. 
For the three migration pathways, in those 
instances when the specific source(s) cannot 
be documented for a hazardous substance, 
consider the hazardous substance to be 
present in each source at the site, except 
sources for which definitive information 
indicates that the hazardous substance was 
not or CQuld not be present. 

For an area of observed contamination in 
the soil exposure pathway, consider only 
those hazardous substances that meet the 
criteria for observed CQntamination for that 
area (see section 5.0.1) to be associated with 
that area when evaluating the pathway. 

2.2.3 Identify hazard9US substances 
available ta a pathway. In evaluating each 

migration pathway, consider the follawing 
hazardous substances available to migrate 
from the sources at the site to the pathway: 

• Ground water migration. 
-Hazardous substances that meet the 

criteria for an observed release (see 
section 2.3} to ground water. 

-All hazardous substances associated 
with a source with a ground water 
containment factor value greater than 
0 (see section 3.1.2.1). 

• Surface water migration-overland/flood 
component. 

-Hazardous substances that meet the 
criteria for an observed release to 
surface water in the watershed being 
evaluated. 

-All hazardous substances associated 
with a source with a surface water 
containment factor value greater than 
0 for the watershed (see sections 
4.1.2.1.2.1.1 and 4.1.2.1.2.2.1}. 

• Surface water migration-ground water 
to surface water component. 

-Hazardous substances that meet the 
criteria for an observed release to 
ground water. 

-All hazardous substances associated· 
with a source with a ground water 
containment factor value greater than 
0 (see sections 4.2.2.1.2 and 3.1.2.1). 

• Air migration. 
-Hazardous substances that meet the 

criteria for an observed release to the 
atmosphere. 

-All gaseous hazardous substances 
associated with a source with a gas 
containment factor value greater than 
0 (see section 6.1.2.1.1). 

-All p;.cticulate hazardous substances 
associated with a source with a 
particulate containment factor value . 
greater than 0 (see section 6.1.2.2.1). 

• For each migration pathway, in those 
instances when the specific source(s) 
containing the hazardous substance cannot 
be documented. CQDSider that hazardous 
substance to be available to migrate to the 
pathway when it can be associated (see 
section 2.2.2) with at least one source having 
a CQntainrnent factor value greater than 0 for 
that pathway. 

In evaluating the soil exposure pathway, 
consider the following hazardous substances 
available to the pathway: 
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• Soil exposure-resident population 
threat. 

-All hazardous substances that meet the 
criteria for observed contamination at 
the site (see section 5.0.1). 

• Soil exposw ~nearby population threat. 
-All hazardous substances that meet the 

criteria for observed contamination at 
areas with an attractiveness/ 
accessibility factor value greater than 
0 (see section 5.2.1.1). 

2.3 Likelihood of release. Likelihood of 
release is a measure of the likelihood that a 
waste has been or will be released to the 
environment. The-likelihood of release factor 
category is assigned the maximum value of 
550 for a migration pathway whenever the 
criteria for an observed release are met for 
that pathway. H the criteria for an observed 
release are met. do not evaluate potential to 
release for that pathway. When the criteria 
for an observed release are not met. evaluate 
potential to release for that pathway, with a 
maximum value of 500. The evaluation of 
potential to release varies by migration · 
pathway (see sections 3, 4 and 6). 

Establish an observed release either by 
direct observation of the release of a 
hazardous substance into the media being 
evaluated (for example, surface water) or by 
chemical analysis of samples appropriate to 
the pathway being evaluated (see sections 3, 
4. and 6). The minimum standard to establish 
an observed release by chemical analysis is 
analytical evidence of a hazardous substance 
in the media significantly above the 

. background level. Further, some portion of 
the release must be attributable to the site. 
Use the criteria in Table 2-3 as the standal"(. 
for determining analytical significance. (The 
criteria in Table 2-3 are also used in 
establishing observed contamination for the 
soil exposure pathway. see section 5.0.1.) 
Separate criteria apply to radionuclides (see 
section 7.1.1). 

TABLE 2-3.-0BSERVEO RELEASE 
CRITERIA FOR CHEMICAL ANALYSIS 

Sample Measurement < Sample OuantltatiOn 
Umlt• 

No observed release is estabfoshed. 
Sample Measurement ~ SAMPLE QUAHTITATION 

UMIT• 

An observed release is estabfished as follows: 
• If the background concentration is not detected 

(or is less than the detection limit), an observed 
release is established when the sample meas
Urement equals or exceeds the sample quantita
tion limit.• 

• If the background concentration equals or ex
ceeds the detection limit. an observed release is 
established when the sample measurement is 3 
times or more above the background concentra
tion. 

• If the sample quantitation limit (SOL) cannot be 
established, determined if there is an observed 
release as follows: 

-If the sample analysis was performed under the 
EPA Contract Laboratory Program, use the_EPA 
contract-required quantitation limit (CfiOL) in place of 
the SOL 

-H the sample analysis is not performed under the 
EPA Contract Laboratory Program, use the detection 
~mit (OL) in place of the SOL 

2.4 Waste characteristics. The waste 
characteristics factor category includes the 
following factors: ha.zardous waste quantity, 
toxicity, and as appropi:iate to the pathway 
or threat being evaluated, mobility, 
persistence. and/or bioaccumulation (or 
ecosystem bioaccumulation) potential. 

2.4.1 Selection of substance potentially 
posing greatest hazard. For all pathways (and 
threats). select the hazardous substance 
potentially posing the greatest hazard for the 
pathway (or threat) and use that substance in 
evaluating the waste characteristics category 
of the pathway (or threat). For the three 
migration pathways (and threats), base the 
selection of this hazardous substance on the 
toxicity factor value for the substance, 
combined with its mobility, persistence, and/ 
or bioaccumulation (or ecosystem 
bioaccumulation) potential factor values, as 
applicable to the migration pathway (or 
threat). For the soil exposure pathway. base 
the selection on the toxicity factor alone. 

Evaluation of the toxicity factor is specified 
in section 2.4.1.1. Use and evaluation of the 
mobility, persistence, and/ or 
bioaccumulation (or ecosystem 
bioaccumulation) potential factors vary by 
pathway (or threat) and are specified under 
the appropriate pathway (or threat) section. 
Section 2.4.1.2 identifies the specific factors 
that are combined with toxicity in evaluating 
each pathway (or threat). 

2.4.1.1 Toxicity factor. Evaluate toxicity 
for those hazardous substances at the site 
that are available to the pathway being 
scored. For all pathways and threats, except 
the surface water environmental threat, 
evaluate human toxicity as specified below. 
For the surface water environmental threat. 
evaluate ecosystem toxicity as specified in 
section 4.1.4.2.1.1. 

Establish human toxicity factor values 
based on quantitative dose-response 
parameters for the following three types of 
toxicity: 

• Cancer- -Use slope factors (also referred 
to as cancer potency factors) combined with 
weight-of-evidence ratings for 
carcinogenicity. If a slope factor is not 
available for a substance, use its EDto value 
to estimate a slope factor as follows: 

1 
Slope factor = ----

6 (ED,.) 

• Noncancer toxicological responses of 
chronic exposure- -use reference dose (RID) 
values. 

• Noncancf)r toxicological responses of 
acute exposure- -use acute toxicity 
parameters, such as the LDso. 

Assign human toxicity factor values to a 
hazardous substance using Table 2-4, as 
follows: 

• H RID and slope factor values are both 
available for the hazardous substance, assign 
the substance a value from Table 2-4 for 
each. Select the higher of the two values 
assigned and use it as the overall toxicity 
factor value for the hazardous substance. 

• If either an RfD or slope factor value is 
available. but not both, assign the hazardous 
substance an overall toxicity factor value 
from Table 2-4 based solely on the available 
value (RfD or slope factor). 

• H neither an RfD nor slope factor value is 
available, assign the hazardous substance an 
overall toxicity factor value from Table 2-4 
based solely on acute toxicity. That is, 
consider acute toxicity in Table 2-4 only 
when both RID and slope factor values are 
not available. 

• H neither an RID. nor slope factor, nor 
acute toxicity value is available. assign the 
hazardous substance an overall toxicity 
factor value of 0 and use other hazardous 
substances for which information is available 
in evaluating the pathway. 

TABLE 2-4.-TOXICITY FACTOR 
EVALUATION 

Chronic Toxicity (Human) 

Reference dose (RIO) (mg/kg-day) 

RID < 0.0005 .............................................. . 
0.0005 s; RIO < 0.005 .............................. . 

g:rs: s: :7o~~~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
RID not available ......................................... . 

Carcinogenic:ity (Human) 

Weight-of-evidenee"/slope factor (mg/ 
k~y)-1 

A B c 

0.5 < SP 5 s; SF 50s; SF 
0.05 <SF 0.5 <SF 5s;SF< 

< O:s <5 50 

SF< 0.05 0.05 s; SF I 0.5 s: SF 
< 0.5 <5 

--- SF< 0.05 I SF< 0.5 
Slope Slope Slope 

factor not - factor not factor not 
available. available. available. 

I 

Assigned 
value 

10,000 
1,000 
100 
10 
1 
0 

Assigned 
value 

10.000 
1,000 

100 

10 
0 

• A, B and C refer to weight-of-evidence catego
ries. AsSign substances with JJ weight-of-evidence 
category of 0 (inadequate evidence ~~ carcmogen
icity) or E (evidence of lack of carctnogentclty) a 
value of 0 for carcinogenicity. 

• SF = Slope factor. 
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TABLE 2-4.-TOXICITY FACTOR EVALUATION-CONCLUDED 

Ac:ute Toxicity (Human) 

Oral LDso (mg/kg) Dermal LDso (mg/kg) Oust or mist LC.. (mgt!) I Gas or vapor LC.. (ppm) Assigned 
value 

,- I 

~os .. ~5~--~=-===~~:::::~~=·~:::::: ~ ~::··~::::~::::=::=::::::::::::::: ~;-s i_~-~-~=~::~:::::::::::::::::::::::::~1 ~;-~ 't~··<-~~=~:::::::::~~=:::::::::: 1,000 
100 
10 

~$ ~~-:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~$~~:~~::::::::::::::::=::==:= ~:; ~~==::::=:::::::::::::::::::::1 ~~~~:~;:~~::::::::.~:.~:::::::::::::: 1 
0 

If a toxicity factor value of 0 is assigned to 
an hazardous substances available to a 
particular pathway {that is. insufficient 
toxicity data are available for evaluating all 
th.e substances), use a default value of 100 as 
the overall human toxicity factor value for all 
hazardous substances available to the 
pathway. For hazardous substances having 
usable toxicity data for multiple expos~a 
routes (for example, inhalation and 
ingestion), consider all exposure routes and 
use the highest assigned valtle, regardless of 
exposure route, as the toxicity factor value. 

For HRS purposes, assign both asbestos 
and lead (an<;! its compounds) a human 
toxicity factor value of 10,000. 

Separate criteria apply for assigning factor 
values for human toxicity and eccsystem 
toxicity for radionuclides {see sections 7.2.1 
and 7.2.2). 

2.4.1.2 Hazardous substance selection. 
For each hazardous substance evaluated for 
a migration pathway (or threat), combine the 
human toxicity factor value (or ecosystem 
toxicity factor value) for the hazardous 
substance with a mobility, persistence, and/ 
or bioaccumulation (or ecosystem 
bioaccumulation) potential factor value as 
follows: 

• Ground water migration. 
-Determine a combined human toxicity I 

mobility factor value for the hazardous 
substance {see section 3.2.1). 

• Surface water migration-overland/flood 
migration component. 

~Determine a combined human toxicity I 
· persistence facto;: value for the 
hazardous substance for the drinking 
water threat (see section 4.1.2.2.1). 

-Determine a combined human toXicity I 
persistence{bioaccumulation factor 
value for the hazardous substance for 
the human food chain threat (see 
section 4.1.3.2.1). 

-Determine a combined ecosystem 
toxicity /persistence/bioaccumulation 
factor value for the hazardous 
substance for the environmental threat 
{see section 4.1.4.2.1}. · 

• Surface water migration-ground water to 
surface water migration component. 

-Detennine a combined human toxicity/ 
mobility/persistence factor value for 
the hazardous substance for the 
d.-inking water threat {see section 
4.2.2.2.1); 

-Determine a combined human toxicity I 
mobility /persistence/bioaccumula!ion 
factor value for the hazardous 
substance for the human food chain 
threat {see section 4.2.3.2.1). 

-Determine a combined ecosystem 
toxicity I mobility /persistence/ 
bioaccumulation factor value for the 
hazardous substance for the 
environmental threat (see section 
4.2.4.2.1). 

• Air migration. 
-Determine a combined human toxicity I 

mobility factor value for tb.e hazardous 
substance (see section 6.2.1). 

Determine each combined factor value for 
a hazardous substance by multipl~'ing the 
individual factor values appropriate to the 
pathway (or threat}. For each migration 
pathway (or threat) being evaluated, select 
the hazardous substance with the highest 
combined factor value and use that substence 
in evaluating the waste characteristics factor 
category of the pathway (or threat). 

For the soil exposure pathway, select the 
hazardous substance with the highest human 
toxicity factor value from among the 
substances that meet the criteria for observed 
contamination fo'!' the threat evaluated and 
use that substance in evaluating the waste 
characteristics factor category. 

2.4.2 Hazardous waste quantity. Evaluate 
the hazardous waste quantity factor by first 
assigning each source (or area of observed 
contamination) a source hazardous waste 
quantity value as specified below. Sum ibese 
\'alues to obtain the hazardous waste 
quantity factor value for the pathway being 
evaluated. 

In evaiuating the hazardous waste quantity 
factor for the three migration pathways, 
allocate hazardous substances and 
hazardous wastestreams to specific sources 
in the manner specified in section 2..2.2, 
except: consider-hazardous substances and 
hazardous wa.stest:l:eams that cannot be 
allocated to any specific source to constitute 
a separate "unallocated source" for purposes 
of evaluating only this factor for the three 
migration pathways. Do not, however, 
include a hazardous substance or hazardous 
wastestream in the unallocated source for a 
migration pathway if there is definitive 
information indicating that the substance or 
wastestream could only have been placed in 
sourGes with a containment factor value of 0 
for that migration pathway. · 

In evaluating the hazardous waste quantity 
factor for the soil exposure pathway, allocate 
to each area of observed contamination onlv 
those hazardous substances that meet the · 
criteria for observed contamination for that 
area of observed contamination and only 
those hazardous wastestreams that contain 
hazardous substances that meet the criteria 
for observed contamination for that area of 

observed contamination. Do not consider 
other hazardous substances or hazardous 
wastestreams at the site in evaluating this 
factor for the soil exposure pathway. · 

2.4.2.1 Source hazardous waste quantity. 
For each of the three migration pathways, 
assign a source hazardous waste quantity 
value to each source {includir".g the 
unallocated source) having a containment 
factor value greater than 0 for the pathway 
being evaluated. Consider the unallocated 
source to have a containment factor value 
greater than 0 for each migration pathway. 

For the soil exposure pathway, assign a 
source hazardous waste quar.'tity va!ue to 
each area of observed contamination. as 
app!ieable to the threat being evaluated. 

For all pathways, evaluate source 
hazardous waste quantity usir".g the foilowing 
four measures in tie following hlerarchy: 

• Hazardous constituent quantity. 
• Hazardous wastestream quantity. 
• Volume. 
• Area. 
For the unallocated source. use only the 

first two measures. 
Separate criteria apply for assigning a 

source hazardous waste quantity value for 
radionuclides (see section 7 .2.5). 

2.4.2.1.1 Hazardous constituent quantity. 
Evaluate hazardous constituent quantity for · 
the source {or area of observed 
contamination) based solely on the mass of 
CERCLA hazardous substances (as defined in 
CERCLA section 101{14). as amended) 
allocated to the source (or area of observed 
contamination), except: 

• For a hazardous waste listed pursucont to 
section 3001 of the Solid Waste Disposal Act. 
as amended by the Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA), 42 U.S.C. 
6901 et seq., determine its mass for the 
e\•aluation of this measure as follows: 

-H the h11Z8rdous waste is listed solely 
for Hazard Code T (toxic waste), 
include only the mass of constituents 
in the hazardous waste that are 
CERCLA hazardous substances and 
not the mass of the entire hazardous 
waste. 

-If the hazardous waste is listed for any 
other Hazard Code (including T plus 
any other Hazard Code}, include the 
mass of the entire hazardous waste. 

• For a RCRA hazardous waste that 
exhibits the characteristics identified un:!e: 
section 3001 of RCRA, as arr.ended, 
determine its mass for the evaluation of this 
measure as fo!iows: 
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-If the hazardous waste exhibits only the 
characteristic of toxicity (or only the 
characteristic of EP toxicity). include 
only the mass of constituents in the 
hazardous waste that are CERCLA 
hazardous substances and not the 
mass of the entire hazardous waste. 

-If the hazardous waste exhibits any 
other characteristic identified under 
section 3001 (including any other 
characteristic plus the characteristic of 
toxicity [or the characteristic of EP 
toxicity]). include the mass of the 
.entire hazardous waste. 

Based on this mass. designated as C, assign 
a value for hazardous constituent quantity as 
follows: 

• For the migration pathways, assign the 
source a value for hazardous constituent 
quantityusing the Tier A equation of Table 
2-5.· 

• For the soil exposure pathway. assign the 
area of observed contamination a value using 
the Tier A equation of Table 5-2 (section 
5.1.2.2).. . I 

If the hazardous constituent quantity for 
the source (or area of observed 
contamination) is adequately determined 
(that is. the total mass of all CERCLA 
hazardous substances in the source and 
releases from the source [or in the area of 
observed contamination] is known or is 
estimated with reasonable confidence), do 
not evaluate the other three measures 
discussed below. Instead assign these other 
three meas•Jres a value of 0 for the source (or 
area of observed contamination) and proceed 
to section 2.4.2.1.5. · 

If the hazardous constituent quantity is not 
adequately determined assign the source (or 
area of observed contamination) a value for 
hazardous constituent quantity based on the 
available data and proceed to section 
2.4.2.1'.2. 

TABLE 2-5.-HAZARDOUS WASTE 
QUANTITY EVALUATION EQUATIONS 

Equation 
Tter Measure Units for 

assigning 
value• 

A Hazardous lb c 
constituent 
quantlty(C) 

e• Hazardous lb W/5,000 
wastestream 
quantity (W) 

c• lolume (V) 
Landfill ...... -................ yd• V/2,500 
Surface yd• V/2.5 

impoundment 
Surface yd' V/2.5 

impoundment 
(buried/backfilled) 
Drums• ....................... gallon V/500 
Tanks and yd' V/2.5 
containers other 
than drums 
Contaminated soil .•... yd• V/2,500 
Pile .............................. yd• V/2.5 
Other.: ......................... yd• V/2.5 

o• Area (A) ......................... 
Landfill ........................ tt• A/3,400 
Surface tt• A/13 

impoundment · 

TABLE 2-5.-HAZARDOUS WASTE QuAN
TITY EVALUATION EQUATION5-Concluded 

T·l Equation 
Measure Units for 

assigning 
value• 

Surface ft2 A/13 
impoundment 

(buried/ 
backfilled) 
land treatment .......... tt• A/270 
Pile• ............................ ft~ A/13 
Contaminated soil ..... ft~ A/34,000 

• Do not round to nearest integer. 
• Convert volume to mass when necessary: 1 

ton=2,000 pounds=1 cubic yard=4 drums=200 
gallons. 

c H actual volume of drums is unavailable, assume 
1 drum= 50 gallons. 

• Use land surface area under pile, not surface 
area of pile. 

2.4.2.1.2 Hazardous wastestream 
quantity. Evaluate hazardous wastestream 
quantity for the source (or area of observed 
contamination) based on the mass of 
hazardous wastestreams plus the mass of any 
additional CERCLA pollutants and 
contaminants (as defined in CERCLA section 
101(33), as amended) that are allocated to the 
source (or area of observed contamination). 
For a wastestream that consists solely of a 
hazardous waste listed pursuant to section 
3001 of RCRA. as amended or that consists 
solely of a RCRA hazardous waste that 
exhibits the characteristics identified under 
section 3001 of RCRA. as amended. include 
the mass of that entire hazardous waste in 
the evaluation of this measure. 

Based on this mas·s. designated as W, 
assign a value for hazardous wastestream 
quantity as foilows: 

• For the migration pathways, assign the 
source a value for hazardous wastestream 
quantity using the Tier B equation of Table 
2-5. 

• For the soil exposure pathway. assign the 
area of observed contamination a value using 
the Tier B equation of Table 5-2 (section 
5.1.2.2). 

Do not evaluate the volume and area 
measures described below if the source is the 
unallocated source or if the following 
condition applies: 

• The hazardous wastestream quantity for 
the source (or area of observed 
contamination) is adequately determined
that is. total mass of all hazardous 
wastestreams and CERCLA pollutants and 
contaminants for the source and releases 
from the source (or for the area of observed 
contamination) is known or is estimated with 
reasonable confidence. 

If the source is the unallocated source or if 
this condition applies, assign the volume and 
area measures a value of 0 for the source (or 
area of observed contamination) and proceed 
to section 2..4.2.1.5. Otherwise. assign the 
source 1or area of observed contamination) a 
value for hazardous wastestream quantity 
based on the available data and proceed to 
section 2.4.2.1.3. 

2.4.2.1.3 Volume. Evaluate the volume 
measure using the volume of the source (or 
the volume of the area of observed 

contamination). For the soil exposure 
pathway, restrict the use of the volume 
measure to those areas of observed 
contamination specified in section 5.1.2.2. 

Based on the v_olume. designated as V. 
assign a value to the volume measure as 
follows: 

• For the migration pathways. assign the' 
source a value for volume using the 
appropriate Tier C equation of Table 2-5. 

• For the soil exposure pathway, assign the 
area of observed contamination a value for 
volume using the appropriate Tier C equation 
of Table 5-2 (section 5.1.2.2). 

If the volume of the source (or volume of 
the area of observed contamination, if 
applicable) can be determined, do not 
evaluate the area measure. Instead, assign 
the area measure a value of 0 and proceed to 
section 2.4.2.1.5. If the volume cannot be 
determined (or is not applicable for the soil 
exposure pathway), assign the source (or 
area of observed contamination) a value of 0 
for the volume measure and proceed to 
section 2..4.2.1.4. 

2..4.2.1.4 Area. Evaluate the area measure 
using the area of the source (or the area of 
the area of observed contamination). Based 
on this area, designated as A, assign a value 
to the area measure as follows: · 

• For the migration pathways, assign the 
source a value for area using the appropriate 
Tier D equation of_Table 2-5. 

• For the soil exposure pathway. assign the 
area of observed contamination a value for 
area using the appropriate Tier D equation of 
Table 5-2 (section 5.1.2.2). 

2.4.2.1.5 Calculation of source hazardous 
waste quantity value. Select the highest of 
the values assigned to the source (or area of 
observed contamination) for the hazardous 
constituent quantity, hazardous wastestream 
quantity, volume, and area measures. Assign 
this value as the source hazardous waste 
quantity value. Do not round to the nearest 
integer. 

2.4.2.2 Calculation of hazardous waste 
quantity factor value. Sum the source 
hazardous waste quantity values assigned to 
all sources (including the unallocated source) 
or areas of observed contamination for the 
pathway being evaluated and round this sum 
to the nearest integer, except if the sum is 
greater than o. but less than 1, round it to 1. 
Based on this value, select a hazardous waste 
quantity factor value for the pathway from 
Table2~. 

TABLE 2-6.-HAZARDOUS WASTE 
QUANTITY FACTOR VALUES 

Hazardous waste quantity value 

0 ................................................................... . 
1• to 100 ..................................................... . 
Greater than 100 to 10,000 .................... .. 
Greater than 10,000 to 1,000,000 ........... . 
Greater than 1,000,000 ....................... : .... .. 

Assigned 
value 

0 
1 • 
100 

10,000 
1,000,000 

• If the hazardous waste quantity value is 9.reater 
than 0, but less than 1, round it to 1 as specified in 
text 

• For the pathway, if hazardous constituent quanti
ty is not adequately determined, assign s value as 
specified in the text; do not assign the ~a·ue of 1. 
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For a migra:ion pat.'tway, if the hazardous 
constituent quantity is adequately 
determined (see sectwn 2.4.2.1.1) for all 
sources (or all portions of sources and 
releases remafning after a removal action), 
assign the value from Table 2~ as the 
hazardous waste quantity factor value for the 
pathway. If the hazardous constituent 
quantity is not adequately determined for one 
or more sources (or bne or more portions of 
sources or releases remaining after a removal 
action} assign a factor value as follows: 

~ If any target for that migration pathway 
is subject to Levell or Level H concentrations 
(see section 2.5), assign either the value from 
Table 2-6 or a value of 100, whichever is 
greater, as the hazardous waste quantity 
factor value for that pathway. 

• Jf none of the targets for that pathway is 
subject to Levell or Level II concentrations. 

. assign a factor varue as follows: 
-If there has been no removal action. 

assign either the value from Table 2-6 
or a value of 10, whichever is greater, 
as the hazardous waste quantity factor 
value for that pathway. 

-If there has been a removal action: 
--Determine values from Table ~ 

with and witiwut consideration of 
the removal action. 

--If the value that would be assigned 
from Table 2-6 without 
consideration of the removal action 
would he 100 or greater, assign 
either the value &om Table ~ 
with consideration of the removal 
action or a value of 100. whichever 
is greater, as the hazardous waste 
quantity factor value for the 
pathway. 

--If the value that would be assigned 
from Table 2-6 without 
consideration of the removal action 
would be less than 100, assign a 
value of 10 as the hazardous· waste 
quantity factor value for the 
pathway. 

_For the soil exposure pathway, if the 
hazardous constituent quantity is adequately 
determined for all areas of observed 
contamination. assign the value from Table 
2~ as the hazardous waste quantity factor 
value. If ~ hazardous constituent quantity is 
not adequately determined for one or more 
areas of observed contamination, assign 
either the .value from Table 2-6 or a value of 
10, whichever is greater, as the hazardous 
waste quantity factor value. 

2.4.3 Waste characteristics factor 
category value. Determine the waste 
characteristics factor category value as 
specified in section 2.4.3.1 for an pathways 
and threats. except the surface water-human 
food chain threat and the surface water
environmental threat. Determine the waste 
characteristics factor category value for these 
latter two tio_reats' as specified in section 
2.4.3.2. 

2.4.3.1 Factor category value. For the 
pathway (or threat) being evaluated, multiply 
the toxicity or combined factor value, as 
appropriate, from section 2.4.1.2 and the 
hazardous waste quantity factor value from 
section 2.4.2.2, subject to a maximym product 
of 1 X10". Based on this _waste characteristics 
p"'duct assign a waste characteristics factor 

category value to the pathway {or threat} 
from Table 2-7. 

TABLE 2-7.-WASTE CHARACTERISTICS 

FACTOR CATEGORY VALUES 

Waste characteristics prod~o'Ct Assigned 
value 

0 ................................................. ,_ ... , ........ _._ 
Greater than 0 to lesS than 10-............ . 
10 to Jess than fx102 ................ _ .... --.. . 

1 x to• to Jess than 1 x 10'-.... - .... ·-·· 
1 x 1 o• to Jess than 1 x 1 04 ....................... .. 
1 X 10"' to less than 1 X 10• ............. - .... ·-· 
1 X 101 to less than 1 X 108 ........................ . 

1 X 108 to less than 1 X 10' .-.. --·--·-
1 X 10' to less Ulan 1 X 1()& .. _ ... _ ...... - ..• 
tx 10• to less than 1 x to• ......... - ............ . 
1 x 10• to less than 1 x 1010 ...................... . 

txt010 to less than 1x1011 ................... . 

1X1011 to less than tx1012 .................... . 

txt.o•• .................................. - .................... . 

0 
1 
2 
3 
6 
10 
18 
32 
56-
100 
180 
320 
560 

1,000 

2.4.3.2 Factor CXitegory value. considering 
bioaccumulation potential. For the surface 
. water-human food chain threat and the 
surface water-em;ironmental threat, multiply 
the toxicity or combined factor value, as 
appropriate, from section 2.4.1.2 and the 
hazardous waste quantity factor value from 
section 2.4..2.2, subject to: 

• A maximum product of 1 X 1012, and 
• A maximum product exclusive of the 

bioaccumulation [or ecosystem 
bioaccumulation) potential factor of 1X10S. 

Based on the total waste characteristics 
product, assign a waste characteristics factor 
category value to these threats from Table 
~~ ' 

2.5 Targets. 
The types of targets evaluated include the 

follo"'ing: 
• Individual [factor name varies by 

pathway and threat). 
• Human population. 
• Resources (these vary by pathway and 

t.'treat). 
• Sensitive environments (included for all 

pathways except ground water migration}. 
The factor values that may be assigned to 

each type of target have the same range for 
each pathway for which that type of target is 
evaluated. The factor value for most types of 
targets depends on whether the target is 
subject to actual or potential contamination 
for the pathway and whether the actual 
contamination is Levell or Level U: 

• Actual contamination: Target is 
associated either with a sampling location 
that meets the criteria for an observed 
release (or observed contamination) for the 
·pathway or with an observed release based 
on direct observation for the pathway 
[additional criteria apply for establishing 
actual contamination for the human food 
chain threat in the surface water migration 
pathway, see sections 4.1.3.3 and 4.2.3.3}. 
sections 3 through 6 specify how to determine 
the targets associated with a sampling 
location or with an observed release based 
on direct observation. Determine whether the 
actual contamination is Levell or Level II as 
follows: 

-Levell: 
--Media-specific concentrations for the 

target meet the criteria for an 

observed release (or observed 
contamination) for the pathway and 
are at or above media-specific 
benchmark values. These 
benchmark values (see section 
2.5.2) include both screening 
concentrations and concentrations 
specified in regulatory limits (such 
as Maximum Contaminant Level 
(MCL} values), or 

--For the human food chain threat in 
the surface water migration 
pathway, concentrations in tissue 
samples from aquatic human food 
chain organisms are a! or above 
benchmark values. Such tissue 
samples may be used in addition tu 
media-specific concentrations only 
as specified in sections 4.1.3.3 and 
4.2.3.3 . 

-Level II: 
--Media-specific concentrations for the 

target meet the criteria for an 
observed release (or observed 
contamination) for the pathway, but 
are less than media-specific 
benchmarks. Jf none of the 
hazardous substances eligible to be 
evaluated for the sampling location 
has an applicable benchmark, 
assign Level U to the actual 
contamination at the sampling 
location, or 

--For observed releases based on 
direct observation, assign Level II 
to targets as specified in sections 3, 
4, and6, or 

- -For the human food chain threat in 
the surface water migration 
pathway, concentrations in tissue 
samples from aquatic bU!nan food 
chain organisms, when applicable, 
are below benchmark values. 

-If a target is subject to both Levell and 
Level II concentrations for a pathway 
(or threat), evaluate the target using 
Levell concentrations for that 
pathway (or threat). 

• Potential contamination: Target is 
subject to a potential release (that is, target is 
not associated "'ith actual contamination for 
that pathway or threat). 

Assign a factor value for individual risk as 
follows (select the highest value that applies 
to the pathway or threat): · 

• 50 points if any individual is exposed to 
Level I concentrations. 

• 45 points if any individual is exposed to 
Level II concentrations. 

• Maximum of 20 points if any individual 
is subject to potential contamination. The 

·value assigned is 20 multiplied by the 
distance or dilution weight appropriate to the 
pathwcy. 

Assign factor values for population and 
sensitive environments as follows: 

• Sum Levell targets and multiply by 10. 
(Levell is not used for sensitive 
environments in the soil exposure and air 
migration pathways.) · 

• Sum Level II targets. 
• Multiply potential targets by distance or 

dilution weights appropriate to the pathway, 
sum, and divide by 10. Distance or dilution 
weighting accounts for diminishing exposure 
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with increasing distance or dilution within 
the different pathways. 

• Sum the values for the three levels. 
In addition. resource value points are 

assigned within all pathways for welfare
related impacts (for example, impacts to 
agricultural land). but do not depend on 
whether there is actual or potential 
contamination. 

2.5.1 Detennination of level of actual 
contamination at a sampling location. 
Determine whether Level I concentrations or 

·Level U concentrations apply at a sampling 
location (and thus to the associated targets) 
as follows: 

• Select the benchmarks applicable to the 
pathway (or threat) being evaluated. 

• Compare .the concentrations of 
hazardous substances in the sample (or 
comparable samples) to their benchmark 
concentrations for the pathway (or threat), as 
specified in section 2.5.2. 

• Determine which level applies based on 
this comparison. 

• If none of the hazardous substances 
eligible to be evaluated for the sampling 
location has an applicable benchmark. assign 
Level ll to the actual contamination at that 
sampling location for the pathway (or threat). 

In making the comparison. consider only 
those samples, and only those hazardous 
substances in the sample. that meet the 
criteria for an observed release (or observed 
contamination) for the pathway. except: 
tissue samples from aquatic human food 
chain organisms may also be used·as 
specified in sections 4.1.3.3 and 4.2.3.3 of the 
surface water-human food chain threat. If any 

. hazardous substance is present in more than 
one comparable sample for the sampling 
location. use the highest concentration of that 
hazardous substance from any of the 
comparable samples in making the 
comparisons. 

Treat sets of samples that are not 
comparable separately and make a separate 
comparison for each such set. 

2.5.2 Comparison· to benchmarks. Use the 
following media-specific benchmarks for 
making the comparisons for the indicated 
pathway (or threat): 

• Maximum Contaminant Level Goals 
(MCLGs)-ground water migration pathway 
and drinking water threat in surface water 
migration pathway. Use only MCLG values 
greater than 0. 

• Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs)
ground water migration pathway and 
drinking water threat in surface water · 
m .;ation pathway. 

• Food and Drug Administration Action 
Level (FDAAL) for fish or shellfish-human 
food chain threat in surface water migration 
pathway. · 

• EPA Ambient Water Quality Criteria 
(AWQC] for protection of aquatic life
environmental threat in surface water 
migration pathway. 

• EPA Ambient Aquatic Life Advisory 
Concentrations (AALAC)-environmental 
threat in surface water migration pathway. 

• National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS)-air migration pathway. 

• National Emission Standards for 
Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPs)-air 
migration pathway. Use only those NESHAPs 
promulgated in ambient concentration units. 
S -{)51999 0058(03X13-DEC-90-11:23:26) 

• Screening concentration for cancer 
corresponding to that concentration that 
corresponds to the 10-6 individual cancer risk 
for inhalation exposures (air migration 
pathway) or for oral exposures (ground water 
migration pathway; drinking water and 
human food chain threals in surface water 
migration pathway; and soil exposure 
pathway}. 

• Screening concentration for noncancer 
toxicological responses corresponding to the 
RfD for inhalation exposures (air migration 
pathway) or for oral exposures (ground water 
migration pathway; drinking water and 
human food chain threats in surface water 
migration pathway; and soil exposure 
pathway). 

Select the benchmark(s) applicable to the 
pathway (or threat) being evaluated as 
specified in sections 3 through 6. Compare the 
concentration of each hazardous substance 
from the sampling location to its benchmark 
concentration(s) for that pathway (or threat). 
Use only those samples and only those 
hazardous substances in the sample that 
meet the criteria for an observed release (or 
observed contamination) for the pathway, 
except: tissue samples from aquatic human 
food chain organisms may be used as 
specified in sections 4.1.3.3 and 4.2.3.3. If the 
concentration of any applicable hazardous 
substance from any sample equals or exceeds 
its benchmark concentration, consider the 
sampling location to be S'llbject to Levell 
concentrations for that pathway (or threat). If 
more than one benchmark applies to the 
hazardous substance. assign Level I if the 
concentration of the hazardous substance 
equals or exceeds the lowest applicable 
benchmark concentration. 

If no hazardous substance individually 
equals or exceeds its benchmark 
concentration, but more than one hazardous 
substance either meets the criteria for an 
observed release (or observed 
contamination) for the sample (or comparable 
samples) or is eligible to be evaluated for a 
tissue sample (see sections 4.1.3.3 and 4.2.3.3), 
calcufate the indices I and J specified below 
based on these hazardous substances. 

For those hazardous substances that are 
carcinogens (that is, those having a 
carcinogen weight-of-evidence classification 
of A, B, or C), calculate an index I for the 
sample location as follows: 

where: 

n 
Ct 

I= L
SCt 

i=l 

C; =Concentration of hazardous substance i 
in sample (or highest concentration of 
hazardous substance i from among 
comparable samples). 

SC;=Screening concentration for cancer 
corresponding to that concentration that 
corresponds to its 10-6 individual cancer 
risk for applicable exposure (inhalation 
or oral) for hazardous substance i. 

n=Number of applicable hazardous 
substances in sample (or comparable 
samples) that are carcinogens and for 
which an SC, is available. 

For those hazardous substances for which 
an RfD is available, calculate an index J for 
the sample location as follows: 

where: 

m 
C; 

J= L-· 
CRJ 

j=1 

CJ=Concentration of hazardous substance j 
in sample (or highest concentration of 
hazardous substance j from among 
comparable samples). 

CRJ=Screening concentration for noncancer 
toxicological responses corresponding to 
RfD for applicable exposure (inhalation 
or oral) for hazardous substance j. 

m=Number of applicable hazardous 
substances in sample (or comparable 
samples) for which a CRJ is available. 

If either I or J equals or exceeds 1, consider 
the sampling location to be subject to Level I 
concentrations for that pathway (or threat). If 
both I and J are less than 1. consider the 
sampling location to be subject to Level U 
concentrations for that pathway (or threat). 
If. for the sampling location, there are sets of 
samples that are not comparable, calculate I 
and J separately for each such set, and use 
the highest ealculated values of I and J to 
assign Level I and Level II. 
·See sections 7.3.1 and 7.3.2 for criteria for 

determining the level of contamination for 
radioactive substances. 

3.0 Ground Water Migration Pathway 
Evaluate the ground water migration 

pathway based on three factor categories: 
likelihood of release, waste characteristics, 
and targets. Figure 3-1 indicates the factors 
included within each factor category. 

Determine the ground water migration 
pathway score (S-l in terms of the factor 
category values as follows: 

s-= 

where: 

(LR) (WC) (T) 

SF 

LR=Likelihood of release factor category 
value. 

WC= Waste characteristics factor category 
value. _. 

T=Targets factor category value. 
SF=Scaling factor. 

Table 3-1 outlines the specific calculation 
procedure. _ . 

Calculate a separate ground water 
migration pathway score for each aquifer, 
using the factor category values for that 
aquifer for likelihood of release, waste 
characteristics, and targets.- In doing so, 
include both the targets using water from that 
aquifer and the targets using water from all 
overlying aquifers through which the 
hazardous substances would migrate to reach 
the aquifer being evaluated. Assign the 
highest ground water migration pathway 
score that results for any aquifer as the 
ground water migration pathway score for 
the site. 
BIWNG CODE 1560-SD-11 
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TABlE 3-1.--GRouND WATER Misc.ATtON PATHWAY ScORESHEET 

Maximum Value 
value assiglled Fa:tor categories and factors 

likelihoOd of Release w an Aquifer. 
1. Observed P.eiease-----·--....................... --·------·--·---·----·--·· .. ··· .. ---·----- .550 
2. Potential to Release: 

10 
10 . :: ~=ti;;::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~~=::::::::: .... -.: .. :=-::::::::::===:::::::=:::::::::::::: .... ~= 

2c. Depth to Aquifer··--···-·-········-·-···--·· .. - ........................................................................ _ ............ - ....................................................... . 5 
2d. Travel Time ...... -----------·-------·------· .. ·------~ .. ---· ----·:·-·---- 35 
2e. Potential to Rslease {lines 2a(2b+~c+2d)l ................................................................ __ ......... - ..... .., ......... _ ................. _._ .............. . 500 

3. t.lkellhood of fletease {higher of 1inf'S 1 and 2e) ................................... _ .................................................... --........................................ . 550 
Waste ChagK:ter1116c:s: 

4. Toxicity/Mobility ..................................................................................... - ................ - ... --...................... ____ .. _ ................................. .. (a) 

5. HazardoUS Waste Quantity ................................ - ................... -----~~-------~-- ·---·-- ~ 
6. Waste O".aracteristics-................................................. _ ......... -·-·-.. -·--·--·--.... ----·---.. -·---·-- 100 

T~ts: 
7. Nearest WeU ........ ____ , ................................................................................. _ .................................. _,_ .......... - ................................................ .. 50 
8. Population: 

8a. Levell Concentrations ...... - ...... _ .......... ---···-----·-.... -·-·-'--......... _ ..... _,._ .................. __ . ·----.. - .. ·-·-·-- (b) 
-Sb. Levell! Concentrations .... ~ ....• ; ........................ _ .............. - ................... - ................. - ......... - ... ·----·-···-.. ·---........... _._, lb) 
8c. Potential Contamination ... .-............................................................................ _ ................. _ ................ - .............................. _ ................. .. (b) 
8d. Population (lines 8a+8b+8c) ..... - ......................... - .............. - ................ _ ............................................................................ - .......... : {b) 

9. Resources ... _ ........ - .... - .... - ................. -·-.. ·-···--·--·---.. - .... - ................ - .............. - .............. - ........... _ ......................... - ........... -- 5 
10. Wellhead Protection Area ......... ____ ....... _._ .. _ .. _______ , ........... _ .......... _ .......... _ ....... - ................... - .............. - ........................... . 20 
11. Targets (lines 7 +8d+9+ 10).-.... -.;. ...................................... _ ...... - ..................... - .. - .. - ............ _ .. _, ___ ........................ ___ ............. - .. .. (b) 

Ground Water MlgratioR Score for an Aquifer: 
12. AqUifer Score [(rmes 3 xe X 11)/82,500] ' ...... - ...... - ........................................................................................................................................ .. 100 

Ground. Water Migration Pathway Score: 
13. Pathway Score (S.,.), (highest value from tine 12 Jor ail aquifers.evalua!ed)< ___ ... , .... _ ................. _______ ,_ ........................ _ ......... , 100 

• Maximum value ap'pl!es to waste characteristicS Q\egOfy. 
• Maximum value not applicable. 
'Do not round to nearest integer. 

3.0.1 General considerations 
3.0.1.1 Ground water target dista."lce limit. 

The target distance limit defines the . 
maximwn distance from the sources at the 
_site over which targets are evaluated. Use a . 
target distance limit of 4 miles for the ground 
water riligration pathway, except when 
aquifer discontinuities apply (see section 
3.0.1.2.2). Furthermore, consider any well with 
an observed release from a source at the site 
(see section 3.1.1) to lie within the target 
distance limit of the site, regardless of the 
well's distance from the sources at the site. 

For sites that consist solely of a 
contaminated ground water plume with no 
identifiea source, begin measuring the 4-mile 
target distance limit at the center of the area 

· of observed ground water contamination. 
Determine the area of observed ground water 
contamination based on available samples 
that meet the criteria for an observed release. 

3.0.1.2 Aquifer boundaries. Combine 
multiple aquifers into a single hydrologic unit 
for scoring purposes if aquifer 
interconnections can be established fo: these 
aquifers. ' contrast, Mstrict aquifer 
boundaries if aquifer discontinuities can be 
established. 

3.0.1.2.1 Aquifer interconnections. 
Evaluate whether aquifer interconnectio:u; 
occur within 2 miles of the sources a! the site. 
If t.lJey occur wit.'1in this 2-mile distance, 
combine the aquifers having interconnections 
in scoring the site. In addition, if observed 
grcund water contamination attributable to 
the sources at the site extends beyond 2 miles 
from the sources, use any locations within the 
limits of this observed ground water 
contamination in evaluating aquifer 
interconnections. If data !ire not adequate to 
€.;tablish aquifer interconnecti<Jns, e"al>:;;:~ 
the aquifers as_ sepz.~3tc a~;:.:ifers. 

3.0.1.2.2 Aquifer discontir:uities. Evaluate 
whether aquifer discontinuities occur within 
the 4-miie target distance limit. An aquifer 
discontinuity occurs for scoring purposes 
only when a geologic, topographic. or other 
structure or feature entirely tEansects an 
aquifer within the 4-mile target distance limit. 
thereby creating a continuous boundary to 
t!fOUild water flow within this limit. If two or 
more aqaifers can be combined into a single 
hydrologic unit for tcoriDg purposes. aa 
aquifer di~;contittuity occurs only when the 
structure or feature entirely trimsects the 
boundaries of this single hydrologic unit. 

When an aquifer discontinuity is 
established within the 4-mile target distance 
limit, exclude that portion of the aquifer 
beyond the discontinuity iii eva!uatmg the 
grotmd water migr.ation pathway. However. if 
hazardous substances have migrated .across 
an apparent discontinuity within the 4-mile 
target distance limit, do not consider this to 
be a discontinuity in scoring the site. 

3.0.1.3 Karst aquifer. Give a karst aquifer 
that underlies any portion of the sources at 
the site special consideration in the 
evaluation of two potential to release factors 
,(depth to aquifer in section 3.1.2.3 and travel 
time in section 3.1.2.4), one waste 
c.haracteriotics factor (mobility in section 
3.2.1.2}, and two targets factors (nearest well 
in section 3.3.1 and potentioil contamination 
in section 3.3.2.4}. 

3.1 Likelihood of release. For an aquifer, 
evaluate the likelihood of release factor 
c«tegory in terms of &.n observed release 
factor or a potential to release factor. 

3.1.1 Obsen:ed release. Establish an 
uhserved release to an aquifer by 
d._,mo:istrating that the site has released a 

.. hazardous substance to the aquifer. Base this 
d~~r:lonstra tion or. cit..;,er: 

• Direct observation-e. material that 
conta.Uis one or more hazardous substances 
has been deposited into or has been observed 
entering the aquifer. 

• Chemical analysis-an analysis of 
ground water aamples from the aquifer 
indicates that the concentration of haza:-dous 
substance(s} has incre&SOO significantly . 
above IJu! ~concentration for the 
site (see section 2.3). Some portion of the 
signifieant increase must be attn'butable to 
the site to establish the observed release, 
except: when the source itself consists of a 
ground water plume with no identified 
somce, no separate attribution is required. 

If an observed release can be estabJishea 
for the aquifer, assign the aquifer an 
observed release factor valae of 550, enter 
this value in Table 3-1, and proceed to 
section 3.L3. If an observed release cannot be 
established for the aquifer, assign au 
observed release factor value of 0, enter this 
value in Table 3-1, and proceed to section 
3.1.2. 

3.1.2 Potential to release. Evaluate 
potential to release only if an observed 
release cannot be established for the aquifer. 
Evaluate potential to release based on four 
factors: containment, net precipitation, depth 
to aquifer, and travel time. For sources 
o"'erlying karst terrain, give any karst aquifer 
that underlies any portion of the sources at 

. L~e site special consideration in evaluating 
depth to aquifer and travel time, as specified 
in sections 3.1.2.3 and 3.1.2.4. 

3.1.2.1 Containment. Assign a 
co:-~tainment factor value from Table 3-2 to 
each source at the site. Select the highest 
containment factor value assigned to those 
sources with a source hazardoas waste 
quantity value of 0.5 or more (see section 
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2.4.2.1.5). (Do not include this minimum size 
requirement In evaluating any other factor of 
this pathway.) Assign this highest value as 
the containment factor value for the aquifer 
being evaluated. Enter this value in Table · 
3-1. 

assign it as the containment factor value for 
the aquifer being evaluated. Enter this value 
in Table 3-1. 

• Determine monthly precipitation and 
monthly evapotranspiration: 

Uno source at the site meets the minimum 
size requirement. then select the highest 
value assigned to the sources at the site and 

3.1.2.2 Net precipitation. Assign a net 
precipitation factor value to the site. Figure 
3-2 provides computed net precipitation 
factor values, based on site location. Where 
necessary, determine the net precipitation 
factor value as follows: 

-Use local measured monthly averages. 
-When local data are not available, use 

monthly averages from the ·nearest 
National Oceanographic and 
Atmospheric Administration weather 
station that is in a similar geographic 
setting. 

TABLE 3-2.-CoNTAINMENT FACTOR VALUES FOR .GROUND WATER MIGRATION PATHWAY 

Source Assigned value 
------------------------------------------------------~----4-----------~--------------

AI Sources (Except Surface Impoundments, Land Treatment, Containers, lllld Tanks) 

Evidence of hazardous substance migration from source area (i.e., source area includes source and any 
associated containment structures). 

No ~ner ..................................................................................... ; .................................................................................................. .. 
No evidence of hazardous substance migration from source area. a mer, snd: 

(a) None of the following present (1) maintained engineered cover, or (2) functioning and maintained run-on 
control system and runoff management system, or (3) functioning leachate collection and removal system 
immediately above finer. 

(b) Any one of the three items in (a) present ..................................................................................................................... . 
(c) Any two of the items in (a) present ................................................................................................................................ . 
(d) All three items in (a) present plus a functioning ground water monitoring system ................................................. . 
(e) All items in (d) present, plus no bulk or ilon-containerized liquids nor materials containing free liquids 

deposited in source area. -
No evidence of hazardous substance migration from source area. double finer with functioning leachate collection 

and removal system above and between liners, functioning ground water monitoring system, and. 
(f) Only one of the following deficiencies present in containment (1) bulk oi noocontainerized liquids or 

materials containing free tiquids deposited in source area, or (2) no or nonfunctioning or nonmaintained run
on control system and runoff management system, or (3) no or nonmaintainecl engineered cover. 

(g) None of the deficiencies in (f) present ......................................................................................................................... . 
Source area inside or under mainiained intact structure that provides protection from precipitation so that neither 

runoff nor leachate is generated, liquids or materials containing free liquids not deposited in source area, and 
functioning and maintained run-on control present 

Surface Impoundment 

Evidence of hazardous substance migration fl:.om surface impoundment .......................................................................... . 
No liner ............................................................................ :. ... - ............................. _ .................................................................... .. 
Free-liquids present with either no diking, unsound diking, or diking that is not regularly inspected and maintained 
No evidence of hazardous substance migration from surface impoundment, free liquids present, sound diking that 

is regularly inspected and maintained, adequate freeboard, tmd: 
(a) Uner .................................................................................................................................................................................... . 
(b) Liner with functioning leachate collection and removal system below liner, and functioning ground water 

monitoring system. 
(c) Double liner with functioning leachate collection and removal system between liners, and functioning ground 

water monitoring system. 
No evidence of hazardous substance migration from surface impoundment and all free liquids eliminated at 

closure (either by removal of liquids or solidification of remaining wastes and waste residues). 
Land Treatment 

Evidence of hazardous substance migration from land treatment zone ............................................................................ . 
No functioning, maintained, run-on control and runoff management system ..................................................................... . 
No evidence of hazardous substance migration from land treatment zone and. 

(a) Functioning and maintained run-on control and runoff management system ......................................................... .. 
(b) Functioning and maintained run-on control and runoff management system, and vegetative cover 

established over entire land treatment area. 
(c) Land treatment area maintained in compliance with 40 CFR 264.280 ...................................................................... . 

10 

10 

10 

9 
1 
5 
3 

3 

0 
0 

10 
10 
10 

9 
5 

3 

Evaluate using AU sources criteria {with no :JUik 
or free liquid deposited). 

10 
10 

1 
5 

0 



,TABLE ~2.---CotfrAINMENT-FACTOFtVALUES FOR GRouNDWATER'MIGRATI(.)N PAT-HWAY-Continued ... ~ - .. 

Assigned value 

Containers 

AI~ containers buried .• ~------·-·····:-···-·-············-·····-·-··--·-·········-·-···-··-······-··-·······-·--·-·-·····-····-····--·-·······-··· ~uate using All sources criteria. 
Evidence of hazardous substance migration from~ area (i.e., containet" area includes containers and any 10 

associated containment Slruclures). , 

No liner (or no essentially impervious base) under container area-····································-········-·········'····-'"······---·· 10 
No diking (or no similar structure) SUI1'0Uflding container area··---····~-···········-········-·-····-·----·-·-····-----··:.... 10 
Diking surrounding container area i.mSOUflji or not teQUiaJ1y inspected and maintained-···············--··---·: .......... ~;... 10 
No evidence of hazardous substance migration from container area, container area surrounded by SOUJ1d diking 

that is regularly inspected and maintained, lllld. · . 
· (il) Liner (or essentially impervious base) under container area -···-·····-'·····-··········~ ..................... ~ .......... ..: ...... --·····- 9 

(b) Essentially impervious base under container area with liquids coliection and removal system, ...... :.................... 7 
(c) Containment System includes essentially impervious base. liquids collection System, sufficient capacily 1D 5 

contain .1 0 percent of volume ol all containers, and functioning and maintained run-on control; pius . 
functioning ground water monitoring system, and spi.1E!_d or leaked· hazardous substances and 8CCIA1llllated -· 
~lion l'efnOIIed in timely manner 1D prevent overflow of collection system,. at least -!.<:Y .iAspection o1 
Containers; hazardous substances in leaking or deteriorating containers transferred to containers in good 
cond:tion, and containers sealed except when waste is added or removed. . . 

(d) Free liquids present. ~ment system has Sufficient capacity to t.old total ·IOiume 6f all containers ar1d 5 
to provide adequate freeboard,· single liner under container area with tunc:tioniog· leachate collection and:. 
nimovaJ system below liner, and functioning ground water monitoring system. · 

(e) Same as (d) except double liner Iinder container area with functioniog leachate collection and removal. 3 
system between liners. · · · . 

Containers inside or under maintained intact structure lhat providea protectien from -precipitation so that neithef 0 
runoff nor leachate would be generated from any unsealed or ruptured containers, liquids or materials 
containing free liquids not ~ in any container, and functioning and maintained run-off control present 

No evidence of hazardous sUbstance migration" frOm container area. containers leaking, and all free liquids Evaluate using All IOUfCeS criteria (with no bulk · 
eliminated at closure (either. by removal of liquid or solidification of remaining wastes 8nd waste residUes). or free liquid deposited). · 

Tank 

Below-ground tank._ ................ , ......... :._,..................................................................................................................................... Evaluate using AI ~rces criteria. 
Evidence of hazardous substance migration from tank area (le., tank area includes tank,. anc:il!aJY equipment . 10 

such as piping. and any associated containment structures). . .. 
T"nk and ancillary equipment not provided with secondary containment (e.g., liner under tank area: vault system, 10 

double watt). 
No diking (or no simi:ar structUre) surrounding tank and ancillary equipment .........•••. - ............. "···-····.: ..•• ~ .•.. ~ •...•...•.. .:..... 10 
Diking surroUnding tank and Bncillary equipment unsound or not regularly inspected and maintained.......................... 1 o 
NO evidence of hazardous· substance migration· frOm tank area, tank and ancillary equipment surrounded . by 

sound dil<ing that is regularly !fiSpected and maintained, lllld. . . . . . 
(a) Tank and ancillary equipment provided with secondary containment-··········-··-····-···............................................. 9 

. (b) Tank ar.d ancilla.'Y equipment provided with secondary corr.ainment with leak ~tection and coUection 7 
system. . 

(c) Tank and anciUary ~provided with secondary containment system that detects ar.d conects spilled 5 
or leaked hazardous subStances and accumulated precipitation and has sufficient capacity to contain 11 0 
percent of volume of largest tank -within containment area, ·spilled or leaked hazardous substailces and 
accumulated precipitation l'efnOIIed in timely manner, at least weekly inspection of tank and secondary 
containment system, aU leaking or unfit-for-use tank systems promptly responded to, and functioning ground 
water monitoring system. · · 

(d) Containment .system has sufficiefrt capacity to hold volume of all tanks within tank containinent area and to 5 
provide adequate freeboard. single liner under that containment area with functionirig leachate ·collection sind 
removal system below liner, and tuncliooing grour.d water monitoring system. 

(e) Same as (d) except double liner under tank. containment area with functioning -leachate collection and 3 
removal $YS{em betweerl liners. . . · 

Tank is above ground, and inside or under maintained intact structure that provides protection from precipitation 0 
so lhat neither runoff nor leachate would be generated from any material released frOm tank, liquids or 
materials containing free liquids not· deposited in any tank, and functioning and maintained run-on control 
present 

BILUNG CODE 6560-50-11 
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-When measured monthly 
evapotranspiration is not available. 
calculate monthly potential 
evapotranspiration fEt) as follows: 

Et = 0.6 F1 {10 Td!J" . 
where: 
Et=Monthly potential 

evapotranspiration (inches) for 
monthi. 

F,=Monthly latitude adjusting value 
for month i. 

T1=Mean monthly temperature c•q 
for month i. 

12 
1= :I (T;/5)1· 514 

i=l 

a =6.75 X 10- 7 P-7 .71 X 10- 5 12+ 
1.79X10-2 I+0.49239 

Select the latitude adjusting value for each 
month from Table 3-3. For latitudes lower 
than so• North or 20• South. determine the 
monthly latitude adjusting value by 
interpolation. . 

• Calculate monthly net precipitation by 
subtracting monthly evapotranspiration (or 

_monthly potential evapotranspiration) from 
monthly precipitation. If evapotranspiration 
(or potential evapotranspiration) exceeds 
precipitation for a month, assign that month a 
net precipitation value of 0. 

• Calculate the annual net precipitation by 
summing the monthly net precipitation 
values. 

• Based on the annual net precipitation, 
assign a net precipitation factor value from 
Table 3--4. 

Enter the value assigned from Figure 3-2 or 
from Table 3--4, as appropriate, in Table 3-1. 

TABLE 3-3.-MONTHLY lATITUDE ADJUSTING VAWES8 

Latitude" Month 

(degrees) 
Jan. Feb. March April May June July August Sept Oct Nov. Dec. 

~50 N 0.74 0.78 1.02 1.15 1.33 1.36 1.37 1.25 1.06 0.92 0.76 0.70 
45 N 0.80 0.81 1.02 1.13 1.28 1..29 1.31 1.21 1.04 0.94 0.79 0.75 
40N 0.84 0.83 1.03 1.11 1.24 1.25 1.27 1.18 1.04 0.96 0.83 0.81 
35N 0.87 0.85 1.03 1.09 1.21 1.21 1.23 1.16 1.03 0.97 0.89 0.85 
30N 0.90 ON 1.03 1.08 1.18 1.17 1.20 1.14 1.03 0.98 0.89 0.88 
20N 0.95 0.90 1.03 1.05 1.13 1.11 1.14 1.11 1.02 1.00 0.93 0.94 
10 N 1.00 0.91 1.03 1.03 1.08 1.06 1.oil 1.07 1.02 1.02 0.98 0.99 

0 1.04 0.94 1.04 1.01 1.04 1.01 1.04 1.04 1.01 1.04 1.01 1.04 
10 s 1.08 0.97 1.05 0.99 1.00 0.96 1.00 1.02 1.00 1.()6 1.05 1.09 
20S .1.14 Q.99 1.05 0.97 0.96 0.91 0.95 0.99 1.00 1.08 1.09 1.15 

-
• Oo not round to nearest imager. 
• For unlist~ latitudes lower than so• North or 20• South, determine the latitude adjusting value by tnterpola1ion. 

TABLE 3-4.-NET PRECIPITATION FACTOR 
VALUES 

Net precipitation (inches) 

0 ............... ; .................. - .............................. . 
Greater than 0 to 5 _ ............................. .. 
. Greater than 5 to 15 _ ............................. .. 
Greater than 15 to 30 .............................. .. 
Greater than 30 ........................................ .. 

Assigned 
value 

0 
1 
3 
6 
10 

3.1.2.3 Depth to aquifer. Evaluate depth 
to aquifer by determining the depth from the 
lowest known point of hazardous substances 
at a site to ~e top of the aquifer being 
evaluated, considering all layers in that 
interval. Measure the depth to an aquifer as 
the distance from the surface to the top of the 
aquifer minus the distance from the surface 
to the lowest known point of hazardous 
substances eligible to be evaluated for that 
aquifer. In evaluating depth to aquifer in 
karst terrain, assign a thickness of 0 feet to a 
karst aquifer that underlies imy portion of the 
sources at the site. Based on the calculated 
depth. assign a value from Table 3-5 to the 
depth to aquifer fact.or. 

Determine the depth to aquifer only at 
locations within 2 miles of the sources at the 
site~ except: if observed ground water 

contamination attributable to sources a:t the 
site extends more than 2 miles beyond these 
sources, use any location within the limits of 
this observed ground water contamination 
when evaluating the depth to aquifer factor 
for any aquifer that does not have an 
observed release. If the necessary geologic 
information is available at multiple locations. 
calculate the depth to aquifer at each 
location. Use the location having the smallest 
depth to assign the factor value. Enter this 
value in Table 3-l. 

TABLE 3-5.-DEPTH TO AQUIFER FACTOR 
VALUES 

Depth to aquifer • (feet) 

Less than or equal to 25 .. - ..................... .. 
Greater than 25 to 250 ............................ .. 
Greater than 250 ...................................... .. 

Assigned 
value 

5 
3 
1 

• Use depth of all layers between the hazardous 
subs1ances and aquifer. As::i · ,., a thickness of 0 feel 
to any karst aquifer that undenies any portion of the 
sources at the site. · 

3.1.2.4 Travel lime. Evaluate the travel 
time factor based on the geologic materials in 
the interval between the· lowest known point 
of hazardous substances at the site and the 

top of the aquifer being evaluated. Assign a 
value to the travel time factor as follows: 

• If the depth to aquifer (see section 3.1.2.3J 
is 10 feet or less, assign a value of 35. 

• If, for the interval being evaluated. all 
layers that underlie a portion of the sources · 
at the site are karst. assign a value of 35. 

• Otherwise: 
-Select the lowest hydraulic conductivity 

layer(s) from within the above interval. 
Consider only layers at least 3 feet 
thick. However, do not consider layers 
or portions of layers within the first 10 
feet of the depth to the aquifer. 

-Determine hydraulic c~;mductivities for 
individual layers from Table :HI or 
from in-situ or laboratory tests. Use 
representative, measured, hydraulic 
conductivity values whenever 
available. 

-If more than one layer has the same 
lowest hydraulic conductivity, include 
all such layers and sum their 
thicknesses. Assign a thickness of 0 
feet to a karst layer that underlies any 
portion of the sources at the site. 

-Assign a value from Table 3-7 to the 
travel time factor. based on the 
thickness and hydraulic conductivicy 
of the lowest hydraulic conductivity 
layer(s). 
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TABLE 3-6.-HYORAUUC CoNoucTMrv OF GeolOGIC MATERIALS 

Type of material 

Clay; low permeability till (compad unfracued till): shale; unf;actured metamorphic and igneous rocks ·-~-· ·····----·--··-··--------··-' 
Silt; loesses; ~ clays; sedimeAts that ..,~ predominantly silts; moderately pelllleable till tfine.grairlec( UDCOI'ISOiidated till, or compact till wiltl 

some fractures): low permeabilitv limestones and dolomites (no karst); low permeabirlt)l sandstone; lOw permeallility ~ iFeauS· and 
metamorphic rocks .............. ---~-·· .. ·-·-··-·····-·-····· .. ··• .. ·-··-··-·--······'·· .. ..; .......... - ......................... : ....... ~ .••...•.•. --~---··--·- to-• 

Sands; sandy. silts; sediments that are predominantly sand; highly .permeable • (coarse-grained, unconsolidated or compact and highly fracUedl; 
· peat;· moderately permeable 1ilnestones and dolomites (no ka"sl); moderately permeable $8lldstone;, IDOderately pemle8ble fracttlred igneous 

.. andtnetamorphie10Cks.--.-··-····--··-···-··············-···---------·--·---------·-····-·--------. 
Gravel; clean sand; J1ighly peaneabte fractured igneous ar.d metamorphic fCdl$; pernl8able basalt; .brsa limestones and dClonlltes.---·----

• Do not 1DUnd 10 nearest integer. 

TABLE 3-7.-TRAVEL TIME FACTOR VALUES • 

Hydraulic conductivit)' (em/sec) 

. Thickness. of ro-st nydlaulic condudNity 
· Jayer(s)• (feet) 

Greater Greatsr Grea:er 
lhan 3 10 t1w1 5 ao lhan tOO Greater 

5 tOO to 500 hiR 500 

Greater ·lhiA or equal to~-··----·-·-······· .. -·····-····-···········-·--.. ·····-······----·-. ----··-·-··-·-··-···· 35 
35 
15 
5 

35 
25 
15 
s 

35 
15 
5 
1 

25 
15 
5 
1 

Less than tO-•to 1cr-•- ............. ..:. ................. -----··--~-·----................. . 
Less than 10-• to 10-7 

-·--·-:---'-. __ .......... - .... , ..................... ----··-·--·---.,---·-..... ----·· .. -·-·· ......... . 

Less.than 1o-7
.., ... -·-·-··----· .. -··-.. -··-··---·-··· ................................ -····-··-··-···-......... ~-.. --.... ..,. .... - •• ,.._ ........ .. 

• H depth 10 aquifer -is 10 feet or tess « if, for 1be inteMII being e¥aluated, aH layers 1hat .161derfie a portion of the sources at Ule site are ka:st. assign a value of 
35. 

• Consider only layets at least 3 feet thick. Do not a~nsider layers « portions of layers within lhe tirst 10 feet of the depth to the aquifet. 

Determine travel time only at locations 
within 2 miles of the.so-oll'ces at the site. · 
except: if observed ground water · 
contamination attributable to sources at the 

. site extends-more than 2miles beyond these 
sources, use any location within the iimits of 
this observed ground water contamination 
when evaluating the-travel time factor for any 
aquifer that does not have an observed 
release. If the necessary subsurface geologic 
information is available .at multiple locations, 
evaluate the travel time factor at each 
location. Use the location having the highest 
travel time factor value to assign the factor 
value for the aquifer. Enter this value in 
Table 3-1. 

3.1.2.5 Calculation of potential to release 
factor value. Sum the factor VlJIIues for net 
precipitation, depth to aquifer, and travel 
time, and maltiply this sum by the factor 
value for containment. Assign this product as 
the potential to release factor value for the 
aquifer. Enter this value in Table 3-1. 

3.1.3 Calculation of like!i.l,ood of release 
factor cc;tegory value. If an observed release 
is established for an aquifer, •ssign the 
observed release factor value of 550 as the 

likelihood of release factor category value for 
that aquifer. Otherw'.se, assign the potential 
to release (actor.value for that aquifer as the 
likelihood of release value. Enter t.'te value 
a;;signed i!l Table 3-L 

3.2 Waste characteristics. Evaluate the 
waste characteristics factor category for an 
aquifer based on two factors: toxicity I 
mobility and hazardous waste qwmtity. 
Evaluate only those hazardous substances 
available to migrate from tbe 11omces at the 
site tQ ground water. Such hazardous 
substances include: 

• Hazardous substances that meet the 
aiteria for an observed release to ground 
water. 

• All hazardous substances associated 
with a source that has a ground water 
a~n,tainmen~ factor value greater than 0 (see 
sections 2.2.2, 2.2.3, and 3.1.2.1 ). 

3.2.1 Toxicity/mobility. For each 
hazardous substance, assign a toxicity factor 
value, a mobility factor value, and a 
combined toxicity/mobility factor value as 
specified in the following sections. SeleCt the 
toxicity/mobility factor value for the aquifer 
being evaluated as .specified in section 3.2.1.3. 

3.2.1.1 Toxicity. Assign a toxicity factor 
value to each hazardous substance as 

specified in SectiOn :.u:.L 
3.2.1.2 Mobility. Assign a mObility factor 

value to each hazardous substaDce for the 
aquifer being evaluated as follows: 

• For any hazardous substance that meets 
the criteria for an observed release by 
chemical analysis to one or more aquifers 
lmderlying the sources at the site, regardless 
of the aquifer being evaluated, assign a 
mobiiity factor value of 1. 

• For any hazardous substance that does 
not meet the criteria for an observed release 
by chemical analysis to at-least one of the 
aquifers, assign that hazardous substance a 
mobility factor value from Table 3-8 for the 
aquifer being evaluated, based on its water 
solubility and distribution .coefficient O<.sJ. 

• If the hazardous substance cannot be 
assigned a mobility factor value because data 
on its water solubility or distribution 
coefficient are not available, use other 
hazardous substances for which infonnation 
is available in evaluating the pathway. 

TABLE 3-8.-GRouND WATER MosiUTv FACTOR VALUES • 

Wa!er solubi!ity (mg/1) 
Karst• s,l6 >10to >1,000 1,000 

Present as liquid • .................................................... _ ...... _ .......... ---·-.. --··-·-·-··-·-··-··-·------·---........................ . 1 1 0.01 ~.0001 

Greater !han 100 ................................................................. --.... ···--·----------------·-----····· .. . 1 1 0.01 0.0001 
Greater than 1 to 100 ........................................................................ ---·--·-·-·--·-··-··-·--·-·-··-·--·-··· 0.2 C.2 0.002 2x1o-• 

0.002 0:002 2x10-• 2x1o-• 
2x1o-• 2x1o-• 2xto-• 2x1.o-• 

Greater than 0.01 to 1 --·----····-·---............... _ .......................... --·------·--·-....---·------····-·· 
i..e..s than or equal to 0.01 ............................ ; __ .. __ ... _ ................. : ............................................... ~ ..... ~ ... ~ ......... :.. .................. : 

· • Do not round to nearest integer. 
• Use if the hazardous substance is present 0!' deposited as a liquid. 
• Use if !he en!ire interval from the source to tr.e aquifer being evaluated is karst. 
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• If none of the hazardous substances 
eligible to be evaluated can be assigned a 
mobility factor value. use a default value of 
0.002 as the mobility factor value for all these 
hazardous substances. 

Determine the water. solubility to be used 
in Table s-a for the hazardous substance as 
follows (use this same water solubility for all 
aquifers]: 

• For any hazardous substance that does 
not meet the criteria for an observed release 
by chemical analysis. if the hazardous 
substance is present or deposited as a liquid. 
use the water solubility category "Present as 
Liquid" in T11ble 3-a to assign the mobility 
factor value to that hazardous subsfance. 

• Otherwise: 
-For any hazardous substance that is a 

metal (or metalloid] and that does not 
meet the criteria for an observed 
release·by chemical analysis. establish 
a water solubility for the hazardous 
substance as follows: 

--Determine the overall range of water 
solubilities for compounds of this 
hazardous substance (consider all 
compoiinds for which adequate 
water solubility information is 
available, not just compounds 
identified as present at the site]. 

--Calculate the geometric mean of the 
highest and the lowest water 
solubility in this range. 

--Use this geometric mean as the watei 
solubility in assigning the 
hazardous substance a mobility 
factor value from Table 3-a. 

-For any other hazardous substance 
(either organic or inorganic] that does 
not meet the criteria for an observed 

release by chemical analysis, use the 
water solubility of that hazardous 
substance to assign a mobility factor 
value -from Table s-a to the hazardous 
substance. 

For the aquifer being evaluated. determine 
the distribution coefficient to be used in 
Table s-a for the hazardous substance as 
follows: 

• For any hazardous substance that does 
not meet the criteria for an observed release 
by chemical analysis, if the entire interval 
from a source at the site to the aquifer being 

. evaluated is karst. use the distribution 
coefficient category "Karst" in Table 3-a in 
assigning the mobility factor value for that 
hazardous substance for that aquife"r. 

• Otherwise: · 
-For any hazardous substance that is a 

metal (or metalloid] and.that does not 
meet the criteria for an observed 
release by chemical analysis, use the 
distribution coefficient for the metal or 
(metalloid] to assign a mobility factor 
value from Table 3-a for that 
hazardous substance. 

-For any other inorganic hazardous 
substance that does not meet the 
criteria for an observed release by 
chemical analysis; use the distribution 
coefficient for that inorganic 
hazardous substance, if available, to 
assign a mobility factor value from 
Table 3-8. If the distribution coefficient 

·is not available, use a default value of 
"less than 10" as the distribution 
coefficient, except: for asbestos use a 
default value of "greater· than 1,000" as 
the distribution coefficient. 

-For any hazardous substance that is 
organic and that does not meet the 
criteria for an observed release by 
chemical analysis, establish a 
distribution coefficient for that 
hazardous substance as follows: 

--Estimate the I<.t range for the 
hazardous substance usin2 the 
following equation: 
l<.t=(l<..:](f,) 
where: 
I<..:=Soil-water partition coefficient 

for organic carbon for the 
hazardous substance. 

f,=Sorbent content (fraction of 
clays plus organic carbon] in 
the subsurface. 

--Use f, values of 0.03 and 0.77 in the 
above equation to establish the 
upper and lower values of the I<.t 
range for the hazardous substance. 

--Calculate the geometric mean of the 
upper and lower I<.t range values. 
Use this geometric mean as the 
distribution coefficient in assigning 
the hazardous substance a mobility 
factor value from Table 3-8. 

3.2.1.3 Calculation of toxicity/mobility 
factor value. Assign each hazardous 
substance a toxicity /mobility factor value 
from Table 3-9, based on the values assigned 
to the hazardous substance for the toxicity 
and mobility factors. Use the hazardous 
substance with the highest toxicity/mobility 
factor value for the aquifer being evaluated to 
assign the value to the toxicity/mobility 
factor for that aquifer. Enter this value in 
Table 3-1. 

TABLE 3-9.-TOXICITY /MOBIUTY FACTOR VALUES • 

Mobility factor valUe 
10,000 

1.0 10,000 
0.2 2,000 
0.01 100 

0.002 20 
0.0001 1 
2x1o-• 0.2 
2x1o-• 0.002 
2x1o-• 2x1o-• 

• Do not round to nearest integer. 

3.2.2 Hazardous waste quantity. Assign a 
hazardous waste quantity factor value for the 
ground water pathway for aquifer] as 
specified in section 2.4.2. Enter this value in 
Table 3-1. 

3.2.3 Calculation of waste characteristics 
factor category value. Multiply the toxicity/ 
mobility and hazardous waste quantitY factor 
values, subject to a maxim~ product of 
1 X 108• Based on this product, assign a value 
from Table 2-7 (section 2.4.3.1) to the waste 
characteristics factor category. Enter this 
value in Table 3-1. 

a.3 Targets. Evaluate the targets factor 
c.ategory for an aquifer based on four factors: 

Toxicity factor value 

1,000 100 10 1 0 

1,000 100 10 1 0 
200 20 2 0.2 0 
10 1 0.1 0.01 0 
2 0.2 0.02 0.002 0 

0.1 0.01 0.001 1x1o-• 0 
0.02 0.002 2x1o-• 2X1o-• 0 

2x10-• 2x1o-• 2x1o-• 2x1o-• 0 
2x1o-• 2x1o-• 2x1o-• 2x1o-• 0 

nearest well, population. re~ources, and 
Wellhead Prole<- 'ion Area. Evaluate these 
four factors based on targets within the target 
distance limit specified in section 3.0.1.1 and 
the aquifer boundaries specified in section 
3.0.1.2. Determine the targets to be included 
in evaluating these factors for an aquifer as 
specified in section 3.0. 

3.3.1 Nearest well. In evaluating the 
nearest well factor, include both the drinking 
water wells drawing from the aquifer being 
evaluated and those drawing from overlying 
aquifers as specifi.ed in section 3.0. Include 
standby wells in evaluating this factor only if 

they are used for drinking water supply at 
least once every year. 

If there is an observed release by direct 
observation for a drinking water well within 
the target distance limit. assign Level 0 
concentrations to that welL However. if one 
or more samples meet the· criteria for an 
observed release for that well. determine if 
that well is subject to Levell or Level 0 
concentrations as specified in sections 2.5.1 
and 2.5.2. Use the health-based benchmarks 
from Table 3-10 in determining the level of 
contamination. 

Assign a value for the nearest well factor 
as follows: 
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. • Hone or more drinking .water wells is 
subject to Level I c:Oneentrations, assign a 
value of 50. · · 

• H not..but if one or more drinking water 
wells is subject to Level D concentrations, 
assign a value of 45. . . . . 

• . H none of the drinking water wells is 
subject to Level I or Level n concentrations, 
assign a value as follows: · · · 

-If one of the target aquifers is a karst 
aquifer that underlies.any portion of 
the sources at the site and any well 
draws drinking water from this karst 
aquifer within the target distance limit, 
assigri a value of 20. · -

-H not. determine the shortest distance 
to any drinking water wen. as 
meastired from any source at the site 
with a ground W!lter cOntainment . 
factor value greater than 0. Select a 

.· value from Table 3-11 based on this 
· distance, Assign it as the value for th~ 

nearest well factor. · 
· Enter the value assigned to the nearest well 
factor in Table 3-1. · · 

TABLE 3-10.-HEALTH-BASED BENCH
MARKS FOR HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES 
IN· DRINKING WATE;R 

• Concentration corresponding to Maximuni Con
taminant Level (MCL). 

• 'Concentration corresponclng to a. nonzero Maxi
mum Contarnin8nt Lev8l Goal (MCLG). 

• Screening concentiation for cancer corresponding 
to that concentration that corresponds to.the to·• 
individual cancer risk for oral 8lCP.QSUr8S. · 

• Scr~ng concentration for I'IOOC8IlC8r toxicologi
cal responses coriesponding to the Reference 
Dose (RfD) for oral 8xposures: 

TABLE 3-11.-NEAREST WELL FACTOR 
. VALUES 

Distance from source (miles} ~ 

Level 1 concentrations" ·-···---·······-···-··· so 
Le-lel II coilcentrations" --·····; .......... ~...... 45 
0 to ~:......................................................... 20 
Greater than '14 to 'h ....... - ...• _............... 18 
Greater than 'h to 1 ................... _............. 9 
Greater than 1 to 2 -···-··-·-···-.. ----··· 5 
Greater than 2 to 3 --·····-···-··.; ........ -.. 3 
Gl88ter. than 3 to 4 -···---····-··-······-·- 2 
Greater· than 4. ... ·--········-···-·················· o 

• Distance does not apply. 

3.3.2 Population. In evaluating the 
population factor, include thost :-'!J'Sons 
served by dr'.nking water wells within the 
target distance limit specified in section 
3.0.1.1. For the aquifer being'evaluated, count 
those persons served by wells in that aquifer 
and those persons served by wells in· 
overlying aquifers as specified in section 3.0. 
Include residents, students, and workers who 

regularly use the water. Exclude transient 
populations such as customers and travelers 
passing through the area. Evaluate the 
population based on the location of the water 
supply wells, not on the location of 
residences. work places, etc. When a standby 
well is maintained on a regular basis s0 that 
water can be withdrawn. include it in 
evaluating· the population factor. 

In estimating residential population. when 
the estimate is based on the number of 

· residencei multiply each residence by the 
average number of persons per residence for 
tbe county in which the residence is located. 

In determining the population served by a 
well, if the water from the well is blended 
with other water (for example, water from 
other ground water w~lls or surface water 
intakes), apportion the total population 
regularly served by the blended system to the 
well based on the well's relative contribution 
to the total blended system.~ .estimating the · 

·well's relative contribution. assume each well 
and intake contributes equally and apportion 
the population accordingly; except if the 
relative contribution of any one well or 
intake exceeds 40 percent based on average 
annual pumpage or capacity, estimate the 
relative Contribution of the wells.imd intakes 
considering the following data, if available: 

• Average annual pumpage from the ground 
water wells and surface water intakes in the 
blended system. 

• Capacities of the wells and intakes in the 
blended systeni. ·· 
. For systems with standby ground water 
wells or standby surface water intakes, 
apportion the total population regularly 
served by the blended system as described 
above, except 

• Exclude standby surface water intakes in 
apportioning the population. 

• When using pumpage data for a standby 
ground water well, use average pumpage for 
the period during which the standby well is 
used rather than average annual pumpage. 

• For that portion of the ~otal population 
that could be apportioned to a standby 
ground water well, assign that portion of the 
population either to that standby well or to 
the other ground water well(s) and surface 
water intake(s) that serve that population; do 
riot assign that portion of the population both 
to the standby well and to the other well(s} 
and intake(s) in the blended system. Use the 
apportioning that results in the highest 
population factor value. (Either include all 
standby well( a) or exclude some or all of the 
standby well(s) as appropriate to obtain this 
highest value.) Note that the specific standby 
well(s) included .or excluded and, thus, the 
sj,ecific apportioning may vary in evaluating 
different aquifers and in evaluating the 
surface water pathway. · 

3.3:2.1 Level of contamination. Evaluate 
the population served by water' from a point 
of withdrawal based on the level of 

. contamination for that point of withdrawal. 
Use the applicable factor: Level I 
concentrations, Level D concentrations, or 
potential contamination. 

H no samples meet the criteria for an 
observed release for a point of withdrawal 

-' and there is no observed release by direct 
observation for that point of withdrawal. 
evaluate that point of withdrawal using the 
potential contamination factor in section 
3.3.2.4. H there is an observed release by 
direct observation. use Level D 
concentrations for that point of withdrawal. 
However, if one or more samples meet the 
criteria for an observed relea5e for the point 
of withdrawal, determine which factor (Level 
I or Level D concentrations) applies to that 
point of withdrawal as specified in sections 
2.5.1 and 2.5.2. Use the health-based . 
benchmarks from Table 3-10 in determining 
the level of contamination. Evaluate the point 
of withdrawal using the Level I · 
concentrations factor in section 3.3.2.2 or the 
Level n concentrations factor in. section 
3.3.2.3, as appropriate. 

For the potential contamination factor, use 
population ranges in evaluating the factor as 
specified ·in section 3.3.2.4. For the Level I and 
Level D c:Oncentrations factors, use the 
population estimate, not population ranges, in 
evaluating both factors. 

3.3.2.2 Level I concentrations. Sum the 
number of people served by drinking water 
from points of withdrawal subject to Level I 
concentrations. Multiply this IIUill by 10. 
Assign this product as the value for this 
factor. Enter this value in Table 3-1. 

3.3.2.3 Levell! concentrations. Sum the 
number of people served by drinking water 
from points of Withdrawal subject to Level n 
concentrations. Do not include th.ose pe()ple 
already counted under the Levell- .. · . 
concentrations factor. Assign this sum 8$ the 
value for this factor. Enter this value in Table 
3-1. 

3.3.2.4 Potential contamination. 
Det~rmiite the number of people served by 
drinking water from points of withdrawal 
.subject to potential contamination. Do not 
include those people already counted under 
the Level I and Level D concentrations 
factors. 

Assign distance-w~ighted population 
values from Table 3-12 to this population as 
follows: 

• Use the "Karst" portion of Table 3-12 to 
assign values only for that portion of the 
population served by points of withdrawal 
that draw drinking water from a karst aquifer 
that underlies any portion of the sources at 
the site. 

-For this portion of the population. 
· determine the number of people 

included within each "Karst'' distance 
category in Table 3-12. 



Federal.R~er l Vol.. 55, No. 241; I Friday, December 14, 1990 ·/ Rules and Regulations 

TABlE 3-12.-DrsTMCE..WE1GHTED PoPulATION VALUES FOR PoTEtmAL C0NTAM1NAllON FACTOR FOR GROUND WATER MIGRATION 
·. PATHWAY• 

Number of people wilhiA lhe distance categoly 

OiRinc:e category (11'11~ 1 11 
0 to 10 

10 30 

Ottler T1lan KM'st ": 
010 '4- -----.. --. 0 ~ 17 
Greater than '! .. ·to %..-·-········---···-··· 0 2 11 
Greater than 'n 1o 1 _ .......... - .... .;.... .... - ... 0 1 5 
Gn!atar ...., 1 to 2 __ ,_ ................ - ....... 0 0.7 3 
Grealer than 2 to 3----. _. ______ 0 0.5 2 
GNrdar ..... 3 to •--·-· -- 0 Q.3 1 

Kam<: 
0 to"·-·"'------......... .:.. ... --~ 0 4 17 
Gnlater than ~ lo !IL.._,_,, .. --.. - '0. 2 t1 
Greater than ~ lo 1 - .... - .... ___ , ...... 0 2 
Grealar fbln 110 2-------.,... 0 2 
Greater than 2 to 3----· --- 0 2 
Greater tha_!l310 ·-~;;. ____ 0 2 

·-Assign a distance-weighted popltlation 
. value for each distance category based 

on the number of people included 
within the distance category. 

• Use the "Other. ThaJi Kust'; portion of 
Table.3-'-12 for the renvrinder of the 
population served by points ofwithdrawal. 
subject to potential contaminati!)n. 

-For this portion of .the population, 
determine the number of people 
included witliio each "'ther Than--

.Karst" distance category in Table 3-12. 
-Assign a distaru:e-weighted population 

value for each distance category based 
on the number of People included 
within the distance category. 

Calculate the value for the potential 
contamination factor (PC) as follows: 

1 
PC= 

to i=t 

9 
9 
9 
9 

31 101 30110 1.oot 3,00110 10,001 
lo to 1.000 lo 10.000 ID 

100 300 3,000 30,000 

53 164 522 1,633 5,214 16.325 
33 102 324 1,013 3,233 10.122 
17 52 . ,67 523 1,669 5,224 
10 30 94 294 939 2,939 
7 21 68 212 678 2.122 
4 13 "'42 131 417 1,306 

53 164- 522 1.633 5.21>4 16,325 
33 102 324. 1,G13 3,233 '10.122 
26 82 261 817 2.60'7. 8,163 
26 -82 261 817 2.607 8,163 
26 82 261 817 2.f!l)1 8,163 
26 82 261 817 2.f!l)1 8.163 

resources Lictor value for. ~e aQmrer. Enter. 
this value in Table 3'-1. 

Assign a resource. value of 5 if water . 
drawn from any target well for the.aquifer 
being evaluated or overlying aquifers (as 
specified in sec_tion 3.0) is used for one or 
more of the followiag purposes: 
· • .Irrigation (5-aae minimum} of 
commercial food crops or commercial foi-age. 
crops. . 

• Watering of commercial livestock. 
· • IDgredient in commercial food ' 

preparation. 
• Supply for c:ommercial aquaculture. 
• Supply for a major or designated water 

recreation area. t:xdud.ing clrinkins water use. 
Assign a reSoUrces value of 5 if no drinking 

water weBs are within the tarset distance 
limit. but the water in the aquifer being 
evabialed Or 8llJ' Overlying aquiferif(as 
specified in 8ectio1i SAJ) iS asabtefar drinking 
water pmpOses. · ·· · 

Assign a resomces value of 0 if none of the 
above applift. 

where: . 3.3.4 Wellhead Protection Area. Evaluate 
W,=Distance-weighted population from the Wellhead Protection Area factor based 

"Other Than Karst" portion of Table 3-'-12 on Wellhead Protection Areas designated 
for di.staace ~tegory i. according to section 14;!8 of the Safe Drinking 

K,=Di.stanc.weigbted pOpulation from Water Act. as amended. Consider orily tho'ie 
· "Karst" portion efT able 3-'-12 for Wellhead ProtectiOn Areas applicab~ to 1he 

distaDce category i. aquifer be' ·g evaluated or overlyins aquifers 
n=Number of distance categories. (as spec::ified in section 3.0). Select the highest 

If PC is less than t, do not round it to tbe value below that applies. Assign it as the 
nearest integer; if PC is 1 or~ round to value for tile Wellhead Protection Area factor 
the nearest integer. Eater this vallie in Table for the aquifer being evaluated Enter this 
a-1. · · · · · value in Table 3-'-1. · 

3.3.2.5 Calculotion of population /O{:tor Assign a value of 20 if either of the 
value. Sum the factor values for Level·I following criteria applies for the aquifer being 
concentrations, Level D concentrations. and evaluated or overlying aquifers: 
potential contamination. Do not round this· • A source with a ground w~r .. 

30,00110 100,001 300,001 1D 1,000,001 

100,000 to 1,000,000 to 
300.000 3,000,000 

52.137 163.246 521,360 1,632,455 
32.325 101.213 323.243 1.012;122 
16,684· 52,239 166,835 522,385 
.9.385 29,384 83,845 293,842 
s.ne 21,222 67,7n 212.219 
4,171 13.060 41.709 130,596 

52,137 163,2«; 521;360 1,632,455 
32.325 101,213 323,243 1,012,122 
28,068 81.623 260,680 816.227 
26,068 81.623 260,880 816.227 
26,068 81.623 260,680 816.227 
28;068 81,623" 260.68&- 816.227 

If neither Criterion applies. assign a value 
ofS, if. within the taJJet distaiice limit there 
is a designated Wellhead Protection Area . 
applicable to the aquifer being evaluated or 
overlying aquifers. 

AsSign a value of 0 if none of the above 
applies. · 

3.3.5 Ca!culatiim of targets factor 
cotegory vt:ilue. Sum the factorvalues·for 
nearest well. population, resources. and 
Wellhead Protection· Area. Do aot round this 
sum to the nearest integer; Use this sum as 
the targetB factor category value for the 
aquifer. Enter this value in Table a-t . 

3.4 Ground water migration score for an 
aquifer. For the aquifer being evaluated. 
multiply die factor category values for 
l!kelihood of release, waste characteristia. 
1111d t.argetB. and round the product to the 
nearest integer. Then divide by 82.50(l Assign 
the resulting value, subject to a maximum 
vallie of tOO, as the ground water migration 
pathway score for the aquifer. Enter this 
score in Table 3-'-1. 

3.5 Calculation tTf graund water migratwn 
pathway SClJl'e. Calculate a ground water 
migration scare for each aquifer underlying . 
the sources at the sit~ as appropriate. Assign 
the highest ground water migration score for 
an aq~fer aa the ground water migration· 
pathway .core (S..) for the site. Enter this 
score in Table 3-'-t. 
4.0 Surface Water Migration Pathway. 

4.0.1 Migration components. Evaluate the 
surface water- migmtioD pathway based on 
two migration components: 

• Overland/ftood.migration to surface 
water (see section 4.1). 

• Ground water to surface waler migration 
(see section 4-?l· · 

sum to the nearest integer. Assign-this sum as . -.containment .factor value greater than 0 lies, 
the population factor value for the-aquifer. -either partially or-fully. within or above-the 
Enter thi• value in Table 3-'-1. · designated Wellhead Protection Area. 

·· Evaluate each component based on·the same. 
three threats: drinking-waterthreat. human· 
food chain threat. and, environmental threat. 

3.3.3 Resources.. To evaluate the •· Observed ground·water contamination 
resources factor. select the highest value ·. attributable -to the Sources at the site lies. 
specified below that applies for the aquifer either partially or fully, within the designated 
being evaluated. Assign this value as the Wellh~!.ad Protection Area. 

Score one or both components. ·considering· 
i.heir relative importance. If only one )' 
component is sc::ored, assign its score as the 
surfar.e water migration pathway score. If 
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both components are scored, select the higher 
of the two scores and assign it as the surface 

. water migration pathway score. 
4.0.2 Surface water categories. For HRS 

purposes, classify surface water into folir 
categories: rivers, lakes, Oceans, and coastal 
tidal waters. 

Rivers include: 
• .Perennially flowing waters from point of 

origin to the ocean or to coastal tidal waters, 
whichever comes first, and wetlands 
contiguous to these flowing waters. 

• Aboveground portions of disappearing 
rivers. 

• Man-made ditches only insofar as they 
perennially flow into other surface water. 

• Intermittently flowing waters and 
contiguous intermittently flowing ditches only 
in arid or semiarid areas with less than 20 
inches of mean annual precipitation .. 

Lakes include: 
• Natural and man-made lakes {including 

impoundments) that lie along rivers, but 
excluding the Great Lakes. 

• Isolated, but perennial lakes, ponds, and 
wetlands. 
- • Static water channels or oxbow lakes 
contiguous to rivers. 

• Small rivers, without diking, that merge 
into surrounding perennially inundated 
wetlands. 

• Wetlands contiguous to water bodies 
defmed here as lakes. 

Ocean and ocean-like water bodies 
include: · 

• Ocean areas seaward from the baseline 
of the Territorial Sea. (This baseline 
represents the generalized coastline of the 
United States. It is parallel to the seaward 
limit of the Territorial Sea and other maritime 
limits such as the inner boundary of Federal 
fisheries jurisdiction and the limit of States 
jurisdiction under the Submerged ~ds Act, 
as amended.) 

• The Great Lakes. 
• Wetlands contiguous to the Great Lakes. 
Coastal tidal waters include: 
• Embayments, harbors, sounds, estuaries, 

back bays, lagoons, wetlands, etc. seaward 
from mouths of rivers and landward from the 
baseline of the Territorial Sea. 

4.1 Overland/flood migration component. 
Use the overland/flood migration component 
to evaluate surface water threats that result 
from overland migration of hazardous 
substances from a source at the site to 
surface water. Evaluate three types of threats 
for this component: drinking water threat. 
human food chain threat. and environmental 
threat. 

4.1.1 General considerations. 
4.1.1.1 Definition of hazardous substance 

migration path for overland/flood migration 
component. The hazardous substance 
migration path includes both the overland 
segment and the in-water segment that 
hazardous substances would take as they 
migrate away from sources at the site: 

• Begin the overland segment at a source 
and proceed downgradient to the probable 
point of entry to surface water. 

• Begin the in-water segment at this 
probable. point of entry. 

-For rivers, continue the in-water 
segment in the direction of flow 
(including any tidal flows) for the 

distance established by the target 
distance limit (see section 4.1.1.2). 

-For lakes, oceans, coastal tidal waters, 
or Great Lal<es, do not consider flow 
direction. Instead apply the target 
distance limit as an arc. 

-If the in-water segment includes both 
rivers and lakes (or oceans, coastal 
tidal waters. or Great Lakes), apply the 
target distance limit to their combined 
in-water segments. 

For sites that consist of contaminated 
sediments with no identified source, the 
hazardous substance migration path consists 
solely of the in-water segment specified in 
section 4.1.1.2. 

Consider a site to be in two or more 
watersheds for this component if tWo or more 
hazardous substance migration paths from · 
the sources at the site do not reach a eommon 
point within the target distance limit. If the 
site is in more than one watershed. define a . 
separate hazardous substance migration path 
for each watershed. Evaluate the overland/ 
flood migration component for each 
watershed separately as specified in section 
4.1.1.3. 

4.1.1.2 Target distance limit. The target 
distance limit defines the maximum distance 
over which targets are considered in 
evaluating the site. Determine a separate 
target distance limit for each watershed as 
follows: 

• If there is no observed release to surface 
water in the watershed or if there is an 
observed release only by direct observation 
(see section 4.1.2.1.1), begin measuring the 
target distance limit for the watershed at the 
probable point of entry to surface water and 
extend it for 15 miles along the surface water 
from that point. 

• If there is an observed release from the 
site to the surface w:ater in the watershed. 
that is based on sampling, begin measuring 
the target distance limit for the watershed at 
the probable point of entry; extend the target 
distance limit either for 15 miles along the 
surface water or to the most distant sample 
point that meets the criteria for an observed 
release to that watershed, whichever is 
greater. 

In evaluating the site, include only surface 
water targets (for example, intakes, fisheries, 
sensitive environments) that are within or 
contiguous to the hazardous substance 
migration path and located. partially or 
wholly, at or between the probable point of 
entry and the target distance limit applicable 
to the watershed: 

• If flow within the hazardous substance 
migration path is reversed by tides, evaluate 
upstream targets only if there is 
documentation that the tidal run could carry 
substances from the site as far as those • 
upstream targets. 

• Determine whether targets within or 
con\i8uous to the hazardous substance 
migration path are subject to actual or 
potential contamination as follows: 

-If a target is located, partially or wholly, 
either at or between the probable point 
of entrY and any sampling point that 
meets the criteria for an observed 
release to the watershed or at a point 
that meets the criteria for an observed 
release by direct observation, evaluate 

that target as subject to actual 
contamination, except as otherwise 
specified for fisheries in section 4.1.3.3 
and for wetlands in section 4.1.4.3.1.1. 
If the actual contamination is based on 
direct observation, assign Level n to 
the actual contamination. However, if 
the actual contamination is based on 
samples, determine whether the actual 
contamination is at Level I or Level n 
concentrations as specified in sections 
4.1.2.3, 4.1.3.3, and 4.1.4.3.1. 

-If a target is located, partially or wholly, 
within the target distance limit for the 
watershed, but not at or between the 
probable point of entry and any 
sampling point that meets the criteria 
for an observed release to the 
watershed, nor at a point that meets 
the criteria for an observed release by 
direct observation. evaluate it as 
subject to potential contamination. 

For sites consisting solely of contaminated 
sediments with no identified source, 
determine the target distance limit as follows: 

• If there is a clearly defined direction of 
flow for the surface water body (or bodies) 
containing the contaminated sediments, begin 
measuring the target distance limit at the 

· point of observed sediment contamination 
that is farthest upstream (that is, at the 
location of the farthest available upstream 
sediment sample that meets the criteria for 
an observed release); extend the target 
distance limit either for 15 miles along the 
surface water or to the most distant 
downstream sample point that meets the 
criteria for an observed release to that 
watershed. whichever is greater. 

• If there is no clearly defined direction of 
flow, begin measuring the target distance 
limit at the center of the area of observed 
sediment contamination. Extend the target 
distance limit as an arc either for 15 miles 

· along the surface water or to the most distant 
sample point that meets the criteria for an 
observed release to that watershed, 
whichever is greater. Determine the area of 
observed sediment contamination based on 
available ·samples that meet the criteria for 
an observed release. 
Note that the hazardous substance migration 
path for these contaminated sediment sites 
consists solely of the in-water segment 
defined by the target distance limit; there is 
no overland segment. 

For these contaminated sediment sites, 
include only those targets (for c:xample, 
intakes, fisheries, sensitive environments) 
that are within or contiguous to the 
hazardous substance migration path and 
located, wholly or partially, within the target 
distance limit- for the site. Determine whether 
these targets are subject to actual or potential 
contamination as follows: 

• If a target is located, partially or wholly, 
within the area of observed sediment 
contamination. evaluate it as subject to 
actual contamination. except as otherwise 
specified for fisheries in section 4.1.3.3 and 
wetlands in section 4.1.4.3.1.1. 

-If a drinking water target is subject to 
actual contamination, evaluate it using 
Level n concentrations. 
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-If a human food chain target or 
environuiental target is subject to 
actual contamination. evaluate it using 
Levell or Level JI concentrations. as 
appropriate {see .sections 4.1..3.3 and 
4.L4.3.1). 

• If a target ia located. partially or wholly. 
within the taqel diataDce limit foJo the 
watershed, bst DOt within the area of 
·observed sediment coutaminatioB. evaluate it 
as subject to potential contaminaOOo. 

4.1.1.3 EvrlluaJion of ovedaBd/fiood 
migmlion ~L Evaluate the driDking 
water threat. hamaa food chain threat. and 
environmental threat for eat:h W1ltershed for 

this component based on three factor 
categories: likelihood of release, waste 
characteristica. aad. tal'iets. Figure ~1 
indicatea lhe factors inCluded within each 
factor category for each type of threat. 

Determine lhe overi.and/llood migration 
compooen.t sco.re (s..d for a watenhed in 
tenna of the factor categocy values as 
foDows: 

3 (LRJCWC!)(TJ 
So:= l: -~--~~ 

i=1 SF 

where: 

LRt Likelihood of release Iactor caf.eBOrY 
value for threat i (that i.a. drinkiDs water. 
human food chain. or environmental 
threat). 

WCs=Waste characteristics factor catesory 
value for threat i. 

T1==Targets factor category value for threat i. 
SF =Sc:a.ling factor. 
Table 4-1 outlines the specif'u: calculation 

procedure. 
If the site ia in only one watenhed. assi3n 

the overiand/Sood lllismtioa.core lor that 
watershed as the overland/flood migration 
component score for the site. 
BILLING CODE......_. 
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Liketihood of Release (LR) 

I I Drinking Water I 
Observed Release! I I waste Character.isties (WC) Targets (T) .I Y. (' I I . or I II Toxicity/Persistence Nearest Intake II 

I II • Toxicity I l Population I! 

I !Potential to Release! I II • Chronic I X I • Level I Concentrations J, 
I I 

by Overland Flow • Carcinogenic • Level II Concentrations II 
I I• Contaii'Wll!nt I I II • Acute -·.I l • Potential Contamination ~ I 
I I· RI.Riff I I II • Persistence I 1 Resources II 

II • Rainfall 

II ~~ 
• Half-life t t • Drainage Area • K 

I I • Soit Group Hazar~ Weste Ouantity I 
I I• Distance to l I u • Hazardous Constituent Quantity I 
II SUrfac:e Water I I II • Hazardous·Wastestre .. Quantity i • Vol~.~~~e 

+ I p • Area I 
I I I 
1 'Potentia( to Release' I I 

I by Flood + 
I I• Containment I I 
I I (Flood) I I I H\JIIan Food Chain I I 1• Flood Frequency I I ~ 

waste Characteristics (WC) Targets (T) ! 
L-- I I Toxicity/Persistenee/Bioaecumulationl I Food Chain Individual ,, 

I I • Toxicity J 

I 
Population II 

f ! • Ctaronic I • Level I Concentrations 
II • Carcinogenic • Human Food Chain 

~ ~ • Acute l Production II 
I I • Persistence I X I • Level II Concentrations It 

II • Half-life • H\JIIan Food Chain 
it • K . Production 

I I • Bio~~cumulation Potential I I • Potential Human Food il 
I I Hazardous Waste Quantity I Chain Contamination II I t • Hazardous Constituent Quantity I I • Human Food Chain I ~ 

• Hazardous Wastestream Quantity Production I t 
I I • Volune I I 
t f • Area I I 
I 

+ 

~ 
Environuental I Waste Characteristics (WC) Targets (T) 

I I 
I t Ecosystem Toxicity/ I Sensitive Environments H I t Persistenee/Bioaec~lation l • Level I Concentrations II 

• Ecosystem Toxicity • Level II Concentrations ti 
f ~ • AI!Dient Water Quality I K • Potential Contamination It 
I I Criteria I 

II - Al!Dient Aquatic Life Advisory I I Concentrations 
I I • Persistence I f 
I ! • Half-life I 

I ~ - IC . , 

I I • Eco~stem BioaCCUI!Ulation 
I l Pot entiat I 
I l Hazardous waste Quantity I I 
f r • Hazardous Constituent Quantity I I 

• ttazardous Wastestream Ouantity f 
1 1 • Vol~.~~~e I I 
1 1 • Area I I 

FIGURE 4-1 
J.1RVIEW OF SURFACE WA1ER OVERLAND/FLOOD MIGRATION COMPONENT 

122 
BILLING COD£ &S&0-50-C 
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TABLE 4-1.-SURFACE WATER OvERLAND/FLOOD MIGRATION CoMPONENT ScoRESHEET 

Factor categories and factors 

Drinking Water Threat 

LlkeUhood of Release: 
1. Observed Release ........................................................................................................ : ........................................................................... . 
2. Potential to Release by Overland flow: 

2a. Containment ..................................................................................................................................................................................... .. 
2b. Runoff.: ..................................................................................................................................... - ...................................................... . 
2c. Distance to Surface Water ........................................................................... : ................................................................................. .. 
2d. Potential to Release by Overland Flow (lines 2a[2b+2cl) ....................................................................................................... . 

3. Poten1ial to Release by Flood: 
3a Containment (Flood) .................................................................................................................. - .................................................. .. 
3b. Flood Frequency .................... - ................................................................................ : ........ ; ............................................................ .. 
3c. Potential to Release by FlOod (lines 3ax3b) ........................................................ : ..................................................................... .. 

4. Potential to Release (lines 2d+3c. subject to a maximum of 500) ................................................................................................ .. 
5. Likel'lhood of Release (higher of lines 1 and 4) ................................................................................................................................... . 

Waste Characterlatlca 
6. Toxicity/PersiStence ................................................................................................................................................................................. . 
7. Hazardous Waste Quantity .................................................................................................................................................................... .. 
8. Waste Characteristics ....................................................................................... : ..................................................................................... .. 

Tar~ts: 
9. Nearest Intake ............................................................. : ............................................................................................................................ . 

1 o. Population ......................................................................................................... - ...................................................... : .............................. . 
10e. Levell Concentrations .................................................................................................................................................................. .. 
1 Ob. · Level II Concentrations .................................................................................................................................. , ................... : ........... . 
1 Oc. Potential Contamination ................................................................................................................................................................. . 

11. ~~~=~~-~ .. ~.~.~~~~.~.~!.:::::::::::::~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
12. Targets (lines 9 + 1 Od + 11) ..................................................................................................................................................................... . 

Drinking Water Threat Score: 
13. [)rinkirig Water Threat Score ([lines 5xBx 12]/82.500. subject to a maximum of 100) .............................................................. . 

Human Food Chain Threat 
Llkellhooc:l of Release: 

Maximum 
value 

550 

10 
25 
25 

500 

10 
50 
500 

500 
550 

(a) 
(a) 
100 

50 

(b) 
(b) 
(b) 
(b) 
5 

(b) 

100 

14. Likelihood of Release (same value as line 5)....................................................................................................................................... 550 
W8Re~~ · 

15. Toxicity/Persistence/Bioaccumulation ..................................................................................... ~............................................................. (a) 
16. Hazardous Waste Quantity ..................... ., .. ,............................................................................................................................................ (a) 

.17. Waste Characteristics ............................................................................................................................................................................. .. 
Targets: 

18.' Food Cll8in Individual .............................................................................................................................................................................. . 
19. Population ................................................................................................................................................................................................. . 

19a. Level I Concentrations .... : .......................................................................................................................... - ................................. . 
19b. Level II Concentrations .................................................................................................................................................................. . 
19c. Potential Human Food Chain Contamination ....................................... ; .............. ~ ....................................................................... . 
19d. Population (fines 19a+19b+19c) ................................................................................................................................................ . 

1,000 

50 

(b) 
(b) 
(b) 
(b) 

20. Targets (lines 18+ 19d) ....... : ..................................................................................... :.............................................................................. (b) 
Human Food Chain Threat Score: 

21. Human Food Chain Threat Score ([lines 14X17x20l/82,500, subject to a maximum of 100).................................................. 100 

Environmental Threat 
UkeUhood of Release: 

22. Ukelihoocl of Release (same value as ine 5) ...................................................................................................................................... . 
Waste Chanlcterlstlcs: 

23. Ecosystem Toxicity/Persistence/BioaccumulatiQn ............................................................................................................................. .. 
24. Hazardous Waste Quantity .................................................................................................................................................................... .. 

550 

(a) 
(a) 

25. Waste Characteristics ........................................... -................................................................................................................................. 1,000 
Targets: 

.26. Sensitive Emtironments ............................................................................................................. - .......................................................... .. 
26a. Level I Concentrations ..... - .......................................................... ,~ .................................................. _; ........................ -........... (b) 
26b. Level II ~ations ........................ - ............................................................................... ; .... _ .............. -................................ (b) 
26c. Potential Contamination.................................................................................................................................................................. (b) 
26d. Sensitive Environments (lines 26a+26b+26c) ................................................................................ _...................................... (b) 

27. Targets (value from line 26d) .................... ~ ........................................................................................................... :................................. (b) 
Environmental Threat Score: 

28. Environmental Threat Score ([lines ~x25x27l/82.500. subject to a maximum of 60).............................................................. 60 

Surface Water Overland/Flood Migration Component Score tor a Watershed 

29. Watershed Score • (lines 13+21 +28. subject to a maximum of 100).............................................................................................. 100 

Surlace Water Overland/Flood Migration Component Score 
30. Component Score (S.,) • (highest score from line 29 for an watersheds evaluated. subject to a maximum of 1 00) .................. 100 

• Maximum value applies to waste characteristics category. 
• Maximum value not applicable. 
• Do not round to nearest integer. 

Value assigned 
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If the site is "m more than. one walel'Sbed: 
• Calculate a separ~te overland/,flood 

migration component score for each 
watershed. using likelihood of release, waste 
characteristics, and targets applicable to 
each watershed. 

• Select the highest overland/flood 
migration componeat score from. the 
watersheds evaluated and assign it as the 
overland/floOd migration component score 
for the site. 

4.1.2 Drinking water threqt. Evaluate the 
drinking water threat for each watershed 
based on three factor categorie&: likelihood of 
release. waste characteristics, and targets. 

4.1:.2.1 Drinking water threat-likelihood 
of release. Evaluate the likelihood of release 
factor category for each watershed in terms · 
of an ebserved release factor or a potential to
release factor. 

4.1.2.1:1 Observed release. Establish an 
observed release to surface water for a 
watershed by demoBStrating that the site has · 
released a-hazardous substance to.the 
surface water ,itl the. watershed. Base this 
demonstration on either: 

• Direct observation: 
-A material that contains. one or~ 

hazardous substances has been seen 
entering surface water through. 
migration-or is, known to have entered 
surface water tllreugh direct 
deposition,.or 

-A source area has been ·nooded at a 
time that hazardous substances were 
present; and one or more hazardous 
substances were in contact with the 
flood waters, or . 

-When evidence support& theinf~nce 
of a release of a.material that contains 
one or more hazardous substances by 
the site to surface water, demonstrated 
adverse effects associated with that 
release may also be used to establish 
an observed release. 

• Chemical analysis: 
-Analysis of swface water. benthic, or 

sediment samples indicates that the 
concentration-of hazardous 

· substance{s) has increased 
significantly above the backgr~und 

cencentration for the site for that type 
of sample (see section 2.3). 

- -Limit comparisons to similar types of 
samples nd background 
concentrations-for example, 
compare surface water samples to 
surface water background 
concentrations. 

- -For benthic samples, limit 
comparisons to e10sentially sessile 
organisms. 

-5ome portion of the significant increase 
must be attributable to the site to 
establish the observed release. except 
when the site itself consists cif 
contaminated sediments with no 
identified source. no separate 
attribution is required. 

.If an~ release can be established 
for a watershed. assign an observed release 
factor value of 550 to that watershed, enter 
this value in Table 4-t,.and-proceed to 
section 4.1.2.1.3. If no observed release can be 
established for the watershed. assign an 
observed release factor value of 0 to that 
watershed. enter this value in.Table 4-1, and 
proceed to section 4.1.2.1.2. 

4.1.2.1.2 Potential to release. Evaluate 
potential to release only if an observed 

· release cannot be established for the 
watershed. Evaluate potential to release 
based on two CoiBponents: potential to 
release by overland flow (see section 
4.1.2.1.2.1) and potential to release by flood 
(see section 4.1.2.1.2.2). Sum the values for 
the5e two components to obtain the potential 
to release factor value for the watershed. 
subject to a maximum value of 500. 

4,1.2.1:.2.1 Potential to release by overland 
flow. Evaluate po~ential to release by 
overland flow for the watershed based on 
three factors: contamment. runoff. and 
distance to surface water. 

Assign potential to release by overland 
f1ow a value-ofO for the watershed if: 

• No overland segment of the hazardous 
subStance migration path can be defined for 
the watershed, or 

• The overland-segment of the hazardous 
substance migration path for the watershed 
exceeds 2 miles before surface water is 
encountered. 

U either condition applies. enter a value· of 6 
in Table4-1 and proceed to section 4.1.2.1.2.2 
to evaluate potential to release by flood. If 
neither applies. proceed to section 4.1.2.1.2.1.1 
to evaluate potential to release by overland 
flow. 

4.1:.2.1.2.1.1 ContainmenL Determine the 
containment factor value for the watershed 
as follows: , 

• If one or more sources is located in 
surface water iil. the watershed (for. example. 
intact sealed drums in Slll"face water). assign 
the containment factor a value of 10 for the 
wate!"Shed. Enter this value in Table 4-1. 

• If none of the sources is located in 
surface water in the watershed, assign a 
containment factor value from Table 4-2"to
each source at the site that can potentially 
release hazardous substances to the 
hazardous substance migration path ·for this 
watershed. Assign theaJntainment factor 
value for the watershed a11 follows: 

-Select the highest containment factor 
value assigned to those sources that 
meet the minimum size requirement 
described below. Assign this highest 
value as the containment factor value 
for the watershed. Enter .this value in 
Table4-1. · 

-If. for thiS watershed. no sourCe at the 
site meets the minimum size 
requirement. .then select the highest 
containment factor value assigned to 
the sources at the site eligible to be 
evaluated for this watershed and 
assign it as the containment factor 
value foi.the Watershed. Enter this 
value iii Table 4-1. · 

A source meets the minimum size 
requireme11.t if its source hazardous waste 
quantity value (see section 2.4.2.1.5) is O.S or 
mare. Do not include the minimum size 

, requirement in evaluating BD}'_other factor of 
.this surface water migration component. 
except potential to release by floOd as 
specified in section 4.U1.2.2.3. 

4.1.2.1.2.1.2 Buooff. Evaluate runoff based 
on three components: rainfall drainage area. 
and soil group. 

TABLE 4-2.-CoNTAINMENT FACTOR VALUES FOR SURFACE WATER MIGRATION PATHWAY 

AI Sources (Except SUrfllce flllpoundments, Ulld Treatment, Contalnfi-s, and Tanks} 
Evidence of hazardous substance migration from source area (i.e., source area includes sourc.e and any associated containment s11Uctures) ... 
No evidence of hazardous illbslance,migratlon from source area lll7d: 

(a) Neitber of lhe following present (1) maintained engineered cover. or (2) functioning and maintained run-on controt system and runoff 
management~ 

(b) Any one of the two ilems in (a) present ............ - ... - .......... - ..... ; .... _ ... _ ........... - ........... '-·-·~-............ ________________ _ 
(c) Any two of the. followin!t present (1) maintained engineered cover, or (2) functionin9 and maintained run-on controt syslem BAd 

runoff management .system, or (3) liner with .functioning leachate coUection and removahystem immediately above linef. 
(d) All items in (c) preSent .............. -.: ... :.-........... - ......... - .. - ............... _ ........ -........ · --------
(e) All items in (c) pre$eilt, plus no bulk or non--c:ontainl!eclliquids nor materials containing free liquids deposited in source area.-·-

No evidence. of hazardous sUbstance migration from source area,. double &ner with· functioning leachS.te collection and removal system abo¥8 · 
and between liners, llfld: · 

(f) Only one of the follOwing deficiencies present in containment (1) buill « AODCOiltaineriz liquids or materials containing tree liquids 
deposited in source area. or (2) ·no or nonfunctioning oi nonmaintainecl run-on ·control system and rtiAoff m8i'lag8m8llt system. or ·f3J · 
no or nomnaintaiAed engineered COYer. · 

~==:~5~ .. =~-=~~=~:x~~="~=~ .. l. 

Assigned value 

10 

10 

9 
7 

5 
3 

3 

0 



.TABLE ~2-~AtNMENT FACToR VALUES FOR SURFACE WATER MIGRATION PATHwAY~ncluded 

Source · Assigned value 

Surface Impoundment 
Evidence of hazardous substance migration from surface impoundment_ .............................................................................................................. ..:... 10 
Free liquids present With either no diking. unsound diking, or diking that is not regularly inspected and maintained.............................................. 10 
"No evidence of hazardous substance migration from surface impoundment, free liquids present, sound diking that is regularly inspected 

and maintained, adeqUate ireeboaril, snd: 
(a) No.liner .,. ......... -_ .................................................................................................................. : ................................................................ _.................. 9 

(b) Liner-·········-·····-··-·-··-~·'·····-·-···--···-·--·············-·······················-···-········-······-·········-·-·······-··············-··-·················-··-········ .. ·················· 7 
(c) Uner with functioning 'leachate collection and removal system beloW liner ...................................................... _ ........ -...................................... 5 
(d) .Double liner with functioning leachate collection and remOval syst8rn between liners·-··-········ ................................. , ................................ .:.... 3 

No evidence of hazardous substance migration from Sl.rface. impoundment and all free fiquids eliminated at cloSure (either by removal of Evaluate using All 
liquids or solidifiC&Iion of remaining wastes and waste residues). Sourcee criteria 

· · · ~no~or~ 

. . . . . Land Treatment . . .· 
Evidence of hazarc:lou$ substance migration from land treatment zOne ................. , .... - ..... · ......... : ................ : ............ - ........................ ; ........................ . 
No functioning &lid maintained Nn-on· coritrol and runoff managerrient, system · · · · · · 

No evidence 0t ~dOI.Is ~migration from land treatment ZOI)e.xt 
(a) Functiolling and maintained nm.on control and nmoU management syirtem . .-.. : ....... ::.".:.: ....................... - .• - ............. : .................................. . 
(b) Functioning and maintained run-on control and runoff management system. and vegetative cover established over entire land · 

treatment area. ·. . . . . . 
(c) Land treatment area maintained in compliance with 4o CFI'I264.280 ........................... _ •... - ............................................................................. . 

Contalr14!B 

.. liquids deposited). 

10 
w 

·7 
5 

0 

All containers buried .......................................... : ................................... - ........ :, ............ ; ... ,.:.................................................................................................. Ev~:::. 

Evidence of hazilrclous substance .migration from container area (i.e., container area includes containers and any associated containment 10 
structures). · · 

No diking (or no similar strUcture) surrOI.Wlding contaill8f area ........................................................................................................................................ . 
Diking SUtTounding container area·unsound or not regularly Inspected and maintained ......... : .................................................................................... . 
No evidence of· hazarc:lou$ substance migration from container area and container area surroUnded by sound diking that is regularly 

inspected and maintained. 
No ~ of hazardous substance migration from container area, container area SUITOUnded by soUnd diking !hat is regularly inspected 

and maintained, snd: · · 
(a) EsSentially impel1(ious base under -container area with liquids collection aild removal system··-·····--···-············'··········-·········-················· 
(b) Contairvnenf system includes. essentially impervious base, liquids collection system, sufficient capacity to contain 1 o percent of 

volume of 811 containers,. and functioning and maintaii"led r.m-on control; and spilled. or leaked hazardous substances and accumulated 
precipitation removed in tiineiY ·man.- to prevent overflow of ·collection · sYsterri; at least weekly inspection of containers, hazardOUS 
substances in leaking or deteriorating containers tral"lsferred to containers in goOd condition, and containers sealed except when 
waste is added or removed. · · 

(c) Free liquids present, Containment system has sufficient capacity to hold total volume of all containers and to provide adequate 
freeboard. and single liner under container area with furictioning leachate collection and reinoYal system below finer; 

(d) Same as (c) except: double liner under container area with functioning leachate collection and removal system between liners: ............ . 
Containers inSide or under rnaiiltained intact structure that prOYides protection from precipitation so that neither runoff nor leachate would 

be generated fron1 any unsealed· or iuptured containe:s, liquk:ls or materials containing tree liquids not deposited in any container, and 
functioning and maintained run-on control present · 

No evidence of hazilrdOUS ·substance migration from container area:, containers leaking, and all free liquids eliminated at closufe (either by 
removal of liquids or solidification of remaining wastes and waste residues). 

Tank 

10 
1G 
9 

9 

7 
5 

5 

3 
0 

Evaluate using All 
Sources criteria 
(with no bulk or tree 
liquids deposited). 

Below-gound tank ............................................................. - .................................................................................................................................................... -.. Evaluate usin9 All 

Evidence of hazardous substance migration from tank area (i.e., tank area includes tank, ancilla~y equipment such as piping, and any 
associated containment structures). 

No diking (or no similar structure) SUITounding tank and ancilla~y equipment .................................................. - .......................... ~ ............................... . 
Diking Slnounding tank and ancillary equipment unsound or not regularly inspected and maintained .................... - ................................................ . 
No evidence of. hazilrdOUS substance migration from tank area and tank and ancillary equipment SUtTounded by sound diking !hat is 

regularly inspected and maintained. · · 
No evidence of ~dOUS substance migration from tank area, tank and ancillary equipment SUITOUnded by sound diking !hat is regularly 
· inspected and maintained, and: · 

(a) Tank and ancillary equipment provided with secondary containment (e.g., Hner under tank area, vault system, double-wall) with leak 
detection and collection system. · 

(b) Tank and ancillary equipment provided with secondary containment system that detects end collects spir.ed or leaked hazardous 
substances and accumulated precipitation and has sufficient capacity to contain 110 percent of volume of largest tank within 

. cpntainment area. ~ or leaked hazardous substances and accumulated precipitation removed in a timely manner, at least weekly 
inspection of tank and secondary containment system. a114;1 all leaking or unfit-for-use tank systems promptly responded to. 

(c) . ContaiMleat system has sufficienl capacity to hold total volume of all tanks within the tank containment . area arid to provide 
adequate freeboard, and single liner ~ tank containment area with functiOning le8chate collection and removal system below liner. 

(d) Same as (c) except double liner under tank containment area with functioning leachate collection and removal system between 
liners. 

Tank is above ground, and inside or under maintained intact structure !hat provides protection from precipi'.ation so !hat neither runoff nor 
leachate would be generated from any material released from tank, liquids or materials containing free liquids not deposited in any tank, 
and functioning and maintained nin-on control present 

SoUrces criteria 
10 

10 
10 
9 

7 

5 

!I 

3 

0 

Rainfall. Determine the 2-year, 2.4--hour 
rainfall for the site. Use site-specific, 2-year, 
24-hour rainfall data if reror.fs are available 

for at least 20 years. If such site-specific data 
are not available, estimate the 2-year, 2.4--hour 
rainfall for the site from a rainfall-frequency 

map. Do not round the rainfall value to the 
nearest integer. 
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Drainage area. Determine the drainage 
area for the sources at the site. Include in this 
drainage area both the source areas and the 
area upgradient of the sources, but exclude 
any portion of this drainage area for which 
runoff is diverted from entering the sources 
by storm sewers or run-on control and/or 
runoff management systems. Assign a 
drainage area value for the watershed from 
Table 4-3. 

Soil group. Based on the predominant soil 
group within the drainage area described 
above, assign a soil group designation for the 
watershed from Table 4-4 as follows: 

• select the predominant soil group as that 
type which comprises the largest total area· 
within the applicable drainage area .. 

• If a predominant soil group cannot be 
delineated. select that soil group in the 
drainage area that yields the highest value for 
the runoff factor. 

Calculation of runoff factor value. Assign a 
combined rainfall/runoff value for the 
watershed from Table 4-5, based on the 2-
year, 24-hour rainfall and the soil group 
designation. Determine the runoff factor 
value for the watershed from Table ~ 
based on the rainfall/runoff and drainage 
area values. Enter the runoff factor value in 
Table4-1. 

TABLE 4-3.-DRAINAGE AREA VALUES 

Drainage area (acres) 

Less than 50 ................................. : .......... . 
50 to 250 .................................................. . 
Greater than 250 to 1,000 .................... .. 
Greater than 1,000 .................................. . 

Assigned 
value 

1 
2 
3 
4 

TABLE 4-4.-SoiL GROUP DESIGNATIONS 

Surface soil description 

Coarse-textured . soils with high infil
tration rates (for example. sands, 
loamy sands). 

Medium-textured soils with moderate 
Infiltration rates (for example, 
sanely loams. loams). 

Moderately fine-textured Boils with 
low infiltration rates (for example, 
silty loams, silts, sanely clay loams). 

Fme-textured soils with V8IY low infil
tration rates (for example, days, 
sanely clays. silty clay loams, clay 
loams. silty cleys); or impermeable 
surfaces (for example, pavement). 

Soil group 
designation 

A 

B 

c 

D 

TABLE 4-5.-RAINFALLIRUNOFF VALUES 

2·Year, 24-ho!K rainfall Soil group designation 
(mches) A B c D 

Less than 1.0 .......... - ..... 0 0 2 3 
1.0 to less than 1.5 ..... ; .. 0 1 2 3 
1.5 to less than 2.0 _ .... 0 2 3 4 
2.0 to less than 2.5 ........ 1 2 3 4 
2.5 to less than 3.0 - ..... 2 3 4 4 
3.0 to less lhan 3.5 - ..... '2 3 4 5 
3.5 or greater .................. 3 4 5 6 

TABLE 4-6.-RUNOFF FACTOR VALUES 

Drainage Rainfall/runoff value 
area 
value 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 ................ 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 
2 ... : ............ 0 0 1 1 2 3 4 
3 ................ 0 0 1 3 7 11 15 
4 ................ 0 1 2 7 17 25 25 

4.1.2.1.2.1.3 Distance to surface water. 
Evaluate the distance to surface water as the 
shortest distance, along the overland 
segment. from any source with a surface 
water containment factor value greater than 0 
to either the mean high water level for tidal 
waters or the mean water level for other 
surface waters. Based on this distance. assign 
a value from Table 4-7 to the distance to 
surface water factor for the watershed. Enter 
this value In Table 4-1. 

4.1.2.1.2.1.4 Calculation of factor value for 
potential ta release by overland flow. Sum 
the factor values for runoff and distance to 
surface water for the watershed and multiply 
this sum by the factor value for containment. 
Assign the resulting product as the factor 
value for potential to release tiy overland 
flow for the watershed. Enter this value in 
Table4-1. 

4.1.2.1.2.2 Potential to release by flood. 
Evaluate potential to release by flood for 
each watershed as the product of two factors: 
containment (flood) and flood frequency. 
Evaluate potential to release by flood 
separately for each source that is within the 
·watershed. Furthermore, for each source, 
evaluate potential to release by flood 
separately for each category of floodplain in 
which the source lies. (See section 4.1.2.1.2.2.2 
for the applicable floodplain categories.) 
Calculate the value for the potential to 
release by flood factor as specified In 
4.1.2.1.2.2.3. 

4.1.2.1.2.2.1 Containment [flood). For each 
source within the watershed. separately 
evaluate the containment (flood) factor for 
each category of floodplain in which the . 
source is partially or wholly located. Assign a 
containment (flood) factor value from Table 
4-6 to each floodplain category applicable to 
that source. Assign a containment (flood) 
factor value of 0 to each floodplain category· 
in which the source does not lie. 

4.1.2.1.2.2.2 Flood frequency. For each 
source within the watershed. separately 
evaluate the flood frequency factor for each 
category of floodplain in which the source is 
partially or wholly located. Assign a flood 
frequency factor value from Table 4-9 to each 
floodplain category in which the source is 
located. 

· 4.1.2.1.2.2.3 Calculation of factar value for 
potential to release by flood. For each source 
within the watershed and for each category 
of floodplain in which the source is partially 
or wholly located. calculate a separate 
potential to release by flood factor value. 
Calculate this value as the product of the 
containment (flood) value and the flood 
frequency value applicable to the source for 
the floodplain category. Select the highest 
value calculated for those sources that meet 
the minimum size requirement specified in 
section 4.1.2.1.2.1.1 and assign it as the value 

for the potential to release by flood factor for 
the watershed. However. if, for this 
watershed. no source at the site meets the 
minimum size requirement, select the highest 
value calculated for the sources at the site 
eligible to be evaluated for this watershed 
and assign it as the value for this factor. 

TABLE 4-7.-DISTANCE TO SURFACE 
WATER FACTOR VALUES 

Distance 

Less than 1 00 feet ................................. .. 
100 feet to 500 feet ................................ . 
Greater than 500 feet to 1,000 feet ..... .. 
Greater than 1,000 feet to 2.500 feet ... 
Greater than 2,500·feet to 1.5 miles ... .. 
Greater than 1.5 miles to 2 miles ......... .. 

Assigned 
value 

25 
20 
16 
9 
6 
3 

TABLE 4-8.-CoNTAINMENT (FLOOD) 
FACTOR VALUES 

Containment criteria 

Documentation that containment at 
the source is designed, constfuct
ed, operated. and maintained to 
prevent a washout of hazardous 
substances by the flood being eval
uated. 

Other ......................................................... . 

Assigned 
value 

0 

10 

TABLE 4-9.-FLOOD F.REQUENCY FACTOR 
VALUES 

Aoodplain category 

Source floods annually .......................... .. 
Source in 1 0-year floodplain .................. . 
Source in 1 00-year floodplain ................ . 
Source in 500-year floodplain ............... .. 
None of above ......................................... . 

Assigned 
value 

50 
50 
25 
7 
0 

Enter this highest potential to release by 
flood factor value for the watershed in Table 
4-1, as well as the values for containment 
(flood) and flood frequency that yield this 
highest value. 

4.1.2.1.2.3 Calculation of potential to 
release factor value. Sum the factor values 
assigned to the watershed for potential to 
release by overland flow and potentialto 
release by flood. Assign this sum as the 
potential to release factor value for the 
watershed. subject to a maximum value of 
500. Enter this value in Table 4-1. 

4.1.2.1.3 Calculation of drinking water 
threat-likelihood of release factor category 
value. If an observed release is established 
for the watershed. assign the observed 
release factor value of 550 as the likelihood of 
release factor category value for that 
watershed. Otherwise, assign the potential to 
release factor. value for that watershed as the 
likelihood of release factor category value for 
that watershed. Enter the value assigned in 
Table4-1. 

4.1.2.2 Drinking water threat-waste 
characteristics. Evaluate the waste 
characteristics factor category for each 

' 
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-tershed based en t~.lactms: toxicity/ 
persistence and bazardoils waste quantity. 
Evaluate only those hazar4ous substanGes 
that are available to .migrate from the soureea 
at the site to -surface w~r in the watelsbed 
via the overland/flood hazardous substaooe 
migration path for the watershed (see sedion 
4.1.1.1). Sucb hazardous -st.>bstances indude: 

• Hazaroous s~s-tha~ meet the 
criteria Tor an observed:releasc to suriace 
water in the wntershed. · 

• All hazardous snbstances associated 
with a 110uN:e that has a surface water 

. cont-~inment factor v_a!ue gr.eater .t&al! 0 fur 
the watershed {see sections.2.2.2, 2.2.3, 
4.1.2.1..2.1.1, and -4.1.2..t.2.2.t}. 
. 4.1.2.2.1 Toxicity/persisterJce. For each 

hazardous substance. assign a ~Y factor 
value, a persistence factor .Wlue. and a 
combined toxicity}pel'$i.stellc:e f!lclor value a 
specified in sections 4.1.2.2.1.1 through · 
4.1.2.2.1.3. Select the toxicity/ persistence 
fa-clQrvalue for the watershed .a specified iD 
section 4.1.2.2.1.3. 

4.1.2.2.1.1 Toxicity. Assign a toxicity 
factor vatue to each hazardous substance as 
specified in section 2.4.1.."1. 

4.1.2.2.1.2 Persistence. AssigR a 
persistence factor value to each hazardous 
substance. In assigning this value, evaluate 
persistence based primarily on the half-li!e .of 
the hazardous substance iD surface wa!er 
and secondarily on the sorption of the 
hazardous substance to sediments. The ha!f
life in -surface water is 4efined for HRS 
~as the time required to red~~ee the 
initial-concentration in surface water by one
half as a result of the combined decay 
processes of biodegradation, hydrolysis, 
photolysis, aad volatilization. Sorption to 

sedimeots is evaluated for -the HRS based on 
the logarithm of the n-octanol-water partition 
coefficient (log J<.,.) of the hazardous 
substance. · 

Estimate the half-life (tal•) of a hazardous 
substance as foTiows: 

where: 

1 
lti•=-~~~ 

1 1 1 1 
.,..+-+-+
h b p , 

h=Hy~-olysis balf-llie. 
b=Biodegradation half-life. 
p=Photolysis half-h1e. 
v =Volatilization laalf-life. 

If one« .more of these four c:om.ponent 
half-lives cannot be estimated for the 
hazardous substance from available data. 
delete 1hat component half-life from the 
above equation. If uone of these four 
annponent bali-Uvea can be estimated for·tbe 
hazardous substance from available data, use 
the default procedure indicated below. 
Estimate a half.:Jife for the hnardous 
substance for lakes 01' for riYers, oceans, 
coastal tidal·waters, and Great Lakes, as 
appropriate. 

If a half-life can be estimated for a 
hazardous substance: 

• Assign that hazardous substance a 
persistence factt~r value from the appropriate 
portion of Table 4-10 {that is lakes; or rivers, 
oceans, (:casta) tidal waters. and Great 
Lakes). 

• Select .the appropriate portion ofTable 
4-U)·as follows: 

-"If there is OBe or more drinkin! water 
iRtakes along the hazardous substance 
migration path for the watershed. 
select the nearest drinking water 
intake as measured from the probable 
point -of entry. If the in-water segment 
between the probable point of entry 
and this selected intake indudes both 
lakes and other water bodies. use the 
lakes portion of Table 4-1{) ooly if · 
more than half the distance to this· 
selected intake lies in lake( s). 
Otherwise. use the rivers. oceans. 
c:oastat tidal waters, and Great Lakes 
porJon of Table 4-10. For 
~ontaminated sediments with no 
identified source. use tbe point where 
measurement begins {see section 
4.l.t.2) rather than the probable point 
of entry. 

-If there are no dririking water i.Dtak~s 
but there are intakes or points ol use 
fur any of the resource types listed in 
section 4.1.2.3.3. select the nearest such 
intake or point of u.ile: Select the
portion of Table 4-10 based on this 
intake or point of me in the manner 
specified for drinking water intakes. 

-If there are no drinking water intakes 
and no specified resource intakes and 
points of use. bat there is another type 
t~f resource listed in section 4.1.2.3.3 
{for example, the water is usable for 
drinking water purposes ~en though 
not t.'Sed), select the portion of Table 

· 4-10 based on the nearest point of this 
resource in the manner specified for 
drinking water intakes, 

TABLE 4-1 C.-PERSISTENCE FACTOR V AWEs-HALF-LIFE 

Surface water categoly 

Rivers, oceans, coastal tidal waters, and Great lakes 

takes·· 

.. Do not round 110 nearest integer. 

If a baH-life cannot be estm>.ated for a 
hazardous substance from available data, use 
.the following default procedure to assign a 
persistence factor value ttl that hazardous 
substance: 

• For those hazardous .substances that are 
metals {or metalloids), a11sign a persistence 
factor value of 1 as a de:Cault for all surface 
water bodies. 

• For other hazardOl!s .substances {both 
organic and inorganic), asSign 11 pershrtence 
factor value of 0.4 as a default for rivers, 
oceans, coastal tidal waters, and Great 

. Lakes, and a Persistence factor value of 0.07 

. as a default for lakes. Sel~ct the appropriate 
value in the same manner specified for using 
Table 4-lO. 

Substance haif..frfe (dsys) 
Assignei:l 
value• 

Less lhan «equal to 0.2--·------..... , ........... - .................................... --,--.. -- 0.0007 
0.07 
0.4 
1 

Grealer than 0.2 to 0.5 -·---·-----................ ~ .................................................... .. 
Greater than 0.5 to 1.5 ...... ___ ......... - ............... - ............... ____ ... _, ___ _ 
Greater than 1..5- ·-- .... ..... --.............................. -

Less ttl&n «equal to 0.02---·----............. - ............. ------·-·-- 0.0007 
~.07 
0.4 

Grealer 1han 0.02102 _ .................. --................................. ___ .. , __ .... _, __ _ 
Greater than 2 to 20 ·---·-·---............................. .:... ...................... ---·-
Greater :han 20.-------~---................ - ........... ·---------- 1 

Use the persistence factt~r v·alue assigned 
bast. • on half-life .or the default procedure 
unles-s '&.e .hazardous substance can be 
assigned a higher factor value from Table 
4-11, based on its Log I<..- If a higher value 
can be assigned from Table 4-"11, assign this 
higher value as the persistence factor valae 
for the buardous substance. 

TABLE 4-11..-PERSISTENCE FACTOR 
VALUEs-LOG K_. 

less than 3.5 ----·----···--.. ·-- 0.0007 
3.5 to less than 4.0 .. --· ......... .:........... 0.07 
4.0 to -4.5 ....... --.. ·----·-............. :............ 0.4 

TABLE 4-11 .. -PE,RS1STENCE fACTOR 
V A.LUES-LOG I<,. -Concluded 

Log!<.. AssigMd 
value• 

Gr~ter than 4.5 .................... - ................... .. 

• Use for lakes, rivers. oceans, coas1al tidal 
waters, and Great Lakes. Do not round to nearest 
integer. 

4.1.2.2.1.3 Calcuiction of toxicity/ 
persistence factor value. Assign each 
hazardous substance a toxici-ty/persistence 
factor value from Table 4-12. based on the 
values assigned to·the .hazardous substance 
for the toxicity and persistence fsctors. Use 
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the hazardous substance with the highest 
toxicity /persistence factor value for the 
watershed to assign the toxicity/persistence 
factor value for tbe drinkin& water threat for 
the watershed. Enter this value ill Table 4-1. 

4.1.2.2.2 Hazardous waste quantity. 
Assign a hazardous waste quantity factor 

value for the watershed as specified in 
section 2.4.2. Enter tbis value iD Table 4-1. 

4.1.2.2.3 _ ColculatWn of drinking water 
thr8ol-waste chorocterNRics frJcWr category 
value. Multiply the toxicity/persistence and 
hazardous waste quantity factor vala.es for 
the watershed, subject to a maximum Foduct 

of 1 x 101• Based oo this product. assign a 
value from Table 2.-1 (sectioll2.4..3.1) to the 
drinking water threat-waste characteristics 
factor category b the watershed. Enter this 
value in Table 4-1. 

TABLE 4-12.-Toxorv/PERslsTENce fACTOR VALUES • 

Pelsiste!IC8 factor value 
T Oldcity factor value 

10,000 1,000 100 10 0 

1.0-------·-----···-···-~-·----~--~--------
0.4........ ••--·--•••••••••••••••••-··-------------e~ 
0.01-·-··-·-··-------·----······-····----~-~··--·--···--··-
0.0007-.. ·---···-··-·-··-·········-·-···-······--·-···--· --

10,000 1,000 100 10 1 0 

4.1.%.3 Drinking water threat-targets. 
Evaluate tbe target~ factor category for each 

· watenrhed based 011 three factors: nearest 
intala!. populatioa. and resources. 

To enluate the DeazeSt intake and 
population factors, determine ·whetheT the . 
target .mace water intakes are subject to 
ac:taal or poteDtial c:ontamiJiation as specified 
in section 4.1..1.2. Uae either an observed 
release based 011 direct observation at the 
inta!re or the exposure ooncentratioos from 
samples (or comparable samples) taken at or 
beyond the intake to make this determination 
(see leCtion 4.1.2.Ll). The exposure 
concentrations for a sample (that ia, ..mace 
water. be8thic, or aedimeRt sample) consist 
of the concentraticma of those bazudoas 
substances present that are significantly 
above backsroand levels and attributable at 
least in part to the si1e (that is, those 
hazardous substance concentrations that 
meet the c:ritefU! for an observed releaae). 

When an intake is subject to actual 
contammatioo. ftahaate it using Levell· 

4,000 400 40 4 0.4 0 
700 

concentrations or Level D concentrations. If 
the actual contamination is based on an 
observed release by direct observation. use 
Level U concentrations for that iDtake. 
However, if the actual contaminatiOn is 
based on an_observed release from samples, 
determine which level applies for the intake 
by comparing the exposure concentratioos 
from samples {or comparable samples} to 
health-based benchmarks as specified in 
sections 2.5.1 and 2.5.2. Use the health-based 
benchm~ from Table 3-10 (section 3.3.1} in 
detennining the level of c:ontamin.ation from 
samples. For contaminated sediments with DD 
identified source, evaluate the acblal 
contamination using Level n concentrations 
(see section 4.1.1.2). 

4.1.2.3.1 Nearest inJDk.e.. Evaluate the 
nearest intake factor based on the drinking 
water intakes along the overland/flood 
hazardous substance migration path for the 
watershed. Include standby mtakes in 
evaluating this factor ODly if they are used for 
suppiJ at least once a year. 

7 
70 7 0.7 0.07 0 
0.7 0.07 0.007 0.0007 0 

Assign the nearest intake factor a value as 
follows and enter the nJue in Table 4-1: 

• Jf one or more of these drinking water 
intaket is subject to Level l concentrations as 
specified in section 4.1.2.3, assign a factor 
value of SO. 

• If not. but if one or more of these 
drinkiRg water intakes is aubject to Level U 
concentrations, assign a factor value of 45. 

• If none of these drinking water intakes is 
subject to Level I or Level n coDCelltrations, 
determine the nearest of these drinlcing water 
intakes. as measured from the probable point 
of entry (or from the point where 
measurement beBins for contaminated 
sediments with DO identified aource). Assign 
a dilution weight from Table 4-13 to this 
intake. based on the type of surface water 
body in which it is located. Multiply this 
dilution weight by 20, round the product to 
the Dearest integer. and assign it as the factor 
value. 

Aasign the dilution weight from Table 4-13 
as follows: 

TABLE 4-13.-SURFACE WATER OtwnoNWEIGHTS 

flow characteris1ic:s 

$E: E:=:::~::::::::::=~~~~~~:~:.::~ S:E;~~~~~==;~~;;~~~:=~~:::==~=:::::=-=:~:~:=:::::~:::==;; 
Large riv« -···-········-·········-··-.-·---·································----····-·····-· Greater than 10,000 to 100,000 cfs ........... ·-·--·····-···-···-·-•············-············--·--··· 
Very large river -·-····-·················-·················-···-·········•·---·-······-····-·· Greater than 100,000 cfs -···-··-·--········---···--···-·········-···-·-·······--············-·-··· 
Coastal tidal waters • -·······-··--········-····'··-·············-···--- _ ·--···-······· FlOw not applicable, depth not applicable ••. ; ....... _ •••••••.••••..•..•••..••••• - .............................. . 
Shallow ocean zone" or Great lalte.·-·-··············-·······-······--··--··· Flow not applicable, depth less than 20 teet. ........................... -·······-·············-·--·---· 
Mode!ate depth ocean zone• or Great lake--·········-·············-·····-- Flow not applicable, depth 20 to 200 feet.-··-···--········-········-················· .. ····-·····--··· 
Deep ocean zone • or Great lake·-·······--······························-··-··-····· Flow not applicable, depth greater than 200 feet-·······················-····-·········--··-·-·-··· 
3-mile mbcing zone in quiet flowing river-·······················---······-·····-· 10 cfs or greater·················-··········-···---··-······-···-·-··········--·······················-··········· 

• Treat each lake as a separate type of water body and assign a dilution weight as specified in text 
• Do not round to nearest integer • 

1 
0.1 

0-01 
0.001 

0.0001 
0.00001 
0.0001 
0.0001 

0.00001 
0.000005 

0.5 

• cfs = cubic feet per second. 
• Embayments, haltlors. sounds. estuaries. back bays, lagoons, wetlands. etc.. seaward from mouths of rivers and landward from baseline of Territorial Sea. 
• Seaward from baseline of T enitorial Sea. This baseline represents the ~tzed u.s. coastline. It is parallel to the seaward limit of the Territorial Sea and 

other maritime limits such as the inner boundary of the Federal fisheries jurisdiction and the limit of States jurisdiction under the Submerged Lands Act. as amended. 

• For a river (tnat is. surface water body 
types specified in Table 4-13 as minimal 
stream through very large-river}. assign a 
dilution weight based on the average annual 
flow in the river at the intake. U available. 

use the average annual discharge as defined 
in the U.S. Geological Survey Water 
Resources Data Annual Report. Otherwise. 
estimate the average annual flow. 

• For a lake, assign a dilution weight as 
follows: 

-For a lake that has surface water flow 
entering the lake, assign a dilution 
weight based on the sum of the 
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average annual flows for the surface 
water bodies entering the lake up to 
the point of the intake. 

-For a lake that has no surface water 
flow entering, but that does have 
surface water flow leaving. assign a 
dilution weight based on the sum of 
the average annual flows for the 
surface water bodies leaving the lake. 

-For a closed lake (that is, a lake without 
surface water flow entering or leaving). 
assign a dilution weight based on the 
average annual ground water flow into 
the lake, if available, ~sing the dilution 
weight for the corresponding river flow 
rate in Table 4-13. H not available, 
assign a default dilution weight of 1. 

• For the ocean and the Great Lakes. 
assign a dilution weight based on depth. 

• ·For coastal tidal waters, assign a dilution 
weight of 0.0001; do not consider depth or 
flow. 

• For a quiet-flowing river that has average 
annual flow of 10 cubic feet per second (cfs) 
or greater and that contains the probable 
point of entry to surface water. apply a zone 
of mixing in assigning the dilution weight: 

-Start the zone of mixing at the probable 
·point of entry and extend it for 3 miles 
from the probable point of entry, 

· except if the surface water 
characteristics change to turbulent 
within this 3-mile distance, extend the 
zone of mixing only· to the point at 
which the change occurs. 

-Assign a dilution weight of 0.5 to any 
intake that lies within this zone .of 
mixing. . . 

-Beyond this zone of mixing, assign a 
dilution weight the same as for any 
other river (that is, assign the ·dilution 
weight based on average annual flow). 

-Treat a quiet-flowing river with an 
average annual flow of less than 10 cfs 
the same as any other river (that is, 
assign it a dilution weight ofl). 

In those cases where water flows from a 
surface water body with a lower assigned 
dilution wefght (from Table 4-13) to a surface 
water body with a higher assigned dilution 
weight (that is. water flows from a surface 
water body with more dilution to one with 
less dilution), use the lower assigned dilution 
weight as the dilution weight for the latter 
surface water body. 

4.1.2.3.2 Population. In evaluating the 
population factor. include only persons 
served by drinking water drawn from intakes 
that are along the overland/flood hazardous 
substance migration path for the watershed 
and that are within the target dist;mce limit 
specified in section 4.1.1.2. Include residents, 
students. and workers who regularly use the 
water. Exclude transient populations such as 
customers and travelers passing through the 
area. When a standby intake is maintained 
on a regular basis so that water can be 
withdrawn. include it in evaluating the 
population factor. 

In estimating residential populati!Jn, when 
the estimate is based on the number of 
residences, multiply each residence by the 
average number of persons per residence for 
the county in which the residence is located. 

In estimatirig the population served by an 
intake, if the water from the intake is blended 
with other water (for example. water from 
other surface water intakes or ground water 
wells). apportion the total population · 
regularly served by the blended system to the 
intake based on the intake's relative 
contribution to the total blended system. In 
estimating the in.take's relative contribution, 
assume each well or intake contributes 
equally and apportion the population 
accordingly. except: if the relative 
contribution of any one intake or well 
exceeds 40 percent based on average annual 
pumpage or capacity, estimate the relative 
contribution of the wells and intakes 
considering the following data. if available: 

• Average annual pumpage from the 
ground water wells and surface water intakes 
in the blended system. 

• Capacities of the wells and intakes in the 
blended system. 

For systems with standby surface water 
intakes or standby ground water wells, 
apportion the total population regularly 
served by the blended system as described 
above, except: 
. • Exclude !ltandby ground water wells in 
apportioning the population. 

• When using pumpage data for a standby 
surface water intake. use average pumpage 
for the period during which the standby 
intake is used rather than average annual 
pumpage. . 

• For that portion of the total population 
that could be apportioned to a standby 
surface water·intake, assign that portion of 

the population either to that standby intake 
or to the other surface water intake(s) and 
ground water well(s) that serve that 
population; do not assign that portion of the 
population both to the standby intake and to 
the other intake(s) and well(s) in the blended 
system. Use the apportioning that results in 
the highest population factor value. {Either 
include all standby intake(s) or exclude some 
or all of the standby intake(s) as appropriate 
to obtain this highest value.) Note that the 
specific standby intake(s) included or 
excluded and, thus. the specific apportioning 
may vary in evaluating different watersheds 
and in evaluating the ground water pathway. 

4.1.2.3.2.1 Level of contamination. 
Evaluate the population factor based on three 
factors: Level I concentrations, Level II 
concentrations, and potential contamination. 

· Determine which factor applies for an intake 
as specified in section 4.1.2.3. Evaluate 
intakes subject to Level I concentration as 
specified in section 4.1.2.3.2.2. intakes subject 
to Level D concentration as specified in 
section 4.1.2.3.2.3, and intakes subject to 
potential contamination as specified in 
section 4.1.2.3.2.4. 

For the potential contamination factor, use 
population ranges in evaluating the factor as 
specified in section 4.1.2.3.2.4. For the Level I 
and Level D concentrations factors, use the 
population estimate, not population ranges. in 
evaluating both factors. 

4.1.2.3.2.2 Level I concentrations. Sum the 
number of people served by drinking water 
from intakes subject to Level I 
concentrations. Multiply.this sum by 10. 
Assign this product as the value for this 
factor. Enter this value in Table 4-1. 

4.1.2.3.2.3 Level II concentrations. Sum 
the number of people served by drinking 
water from intakes subject to Level D 
concentrations. Do not include people 
already counted under the Levell 
concentrations factor. Assjgn this sum as the 
value for this factor. Enter this value in Table 
4-1. 

4.1.2.3.2.4 Potential contamination. For 
each applicable type of surface water body in 
Table 4-14, first detennine the number of 
people served by drinking water from intakes 
subject to potential contamination in that 
type of surface water body. Do not include 
those people already counted under the Level 
I and.Level D concentrations factors. 
BILLING CODE 6560-.U 



TABLE 4·14 . . . . . 
DILUTION·WEIGHTRO POPULATION VALUES FOR POTENTIAL CONTAHINATIO~ FACTOR FOR SURFACE WATER MIGRATION PATlNAY8 

Numbe~ o£. P•ople 

1 11 31 101 301 1,001 3,001 10,001 I to to to to to . to to to 
Type of Surface Water Bodyb 0 10 30 100 300 1,000. . 3,000 10,000 30,000 

,. 

f Minimal stream 
(<~ 10 cfs) 0 4 l7 SJ 164 522 1,633 5,214 16,325 

Small to moderate strc>nm ...... 
(10 to 100 cfs) 0 0.4 '} s 16 52 163 521 .l, 633 ~ 
Moderate to 1ar~e stremn 

16 16j ~ (> 100 to 1,000 cfs) 0 0.04 0.2 0.5 2 5. 52 
:z: 

Large stream to ri~ r ~ 
(>.1,000 to 10,000 cfs) 0 0.004 0.02 0.05 0.2 0.5 2 5 16 ~ ... 

0' Large river -p. 

(> 10,000 to lCO,OOO cfs) 0 0 ' 0.002 0.005 0.02 0;05 0.2 o.s· 2 i Very large river 
(> 100,000 cfs) 0 0 0 ·0.001 0.002 0.005 0.02 0.05 0.2 ~ 

Shallow ocean zone or Great 

J 
Lake (depth < 20 feet) · 0 () 0.002 0.005 0.02 0.05 0.2 0.5 2 

Moderate ocean zona or Great 
Lake (depth 20 to 200 feet) 0 0 0 0.001 0;002 0.005 0.02 0.05 0.2 ...,. 

i"' 
Deep ocean zone or Great 

i Lakes (d~pth > 200 feet) 0, 0 0 0 0.001 0.303 0.008 0.03 0.08 

3-mile mixing zone in "\ -quiet flowing river .0 2 9 26 82 261 817 2,607 8,163 ~ 
(~ 10 cfs) i 

l 
( 
t 



,_. 
0\ 
1.11 

TABLE 4-14 

30,001 100,001 
to to 

Type of Surface Water Bodyb 100,000 Joo;ooo 

Minimal stream 
(< 10 cfs} 52,137 163,246 

Small to.moderate stream 
(10 to 100 cfs) 5,214 16,325 

Moderate to large stream 
(' 100 to 1,000 cfs) 'i21 1.1)33 

Larg~_stream to river 
. (> 1,000 to 10,000 cfs) 5? 163 

Large river 
1 (> 10,000 to 100,000 cfs} ) 5 16 

Very large river 

I (> 100,000 cfs) 0.5 2 

Shallow ocean zone or Great 1 

Lake (depth < 20 feet) 5 16 

Moderate ocean zone or Gr~at 
Lake (depth 2.0 to 200 feet) 0.5 2 

Deep zone or Great Lake 
(depth > 200 feet) 0.3 1 

3-mile mixing zone in 
qu,i.et flowing river 26,068 81,623 

(Concluded). 

Number of.Peop1e 

3oo,·ool 1 ,.000,001 . 
to to 

l,OOO,OOQ 3,000,000 

. 521,360 1,,632-,455. 

52,136 163,245 

s:214 16,325 

521 1,632 

52 163 

5 16 

52 163 

5 16 

3 8 

260,680 816,227 

3,000,001 
to 

.10,000,000 . 

5,213,590 .. 

521,359 

52,136 

5,214 

521 

52 

521 

52 

26 

2,606, 795 

... ~. 

.-~ ~. 

'81 . •' 

-~-.. 
I» 

! 

· · 8 Round the nUmber of people to nearest integer. Do riot round the assigned dilution- ~ 
weighted population value to nearest integer. =:. 

(~ 10 cfs) 

bTreat each lake as a separate type of water. body and assign it a dilution-weighted ~ 
population value using the surface water body typ~ with the same dilution weight from 
Table 4-13 as the lake. If.drinking water is withdrawn from coastal tidal water or the 
oc~an, <tssign a dilution-welr,htad populnti.on vAlue to it using the surface water body 
type with the same dilution w<1ight from Tab1n 4-13 as the coastal tidal water or the ocean 
zone.· 

BIWNG CODE 1580-IO.C 
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For each type of surface water body, assign 
a dilution-weighted population value from 
Table 4-14, based on the number of people 
included for that type of surface water body. 
(Note that the dilution-weighted population 
values in Table 4-14 incorporate the dilution 
weights from Table 4-13. Do not multiply the 
values from Table 4-14 by these dilution 
weights.) 

Calculate the value for the potential 
contamination factor (PC) for the watershed 
as follows: 

where: 

1 n 
PC=- l: W1 

10 i=1 

W1=Dilution-weighted population from Table 
4-14 for surface water body type i. 

n=Number of different surface water body 
types in the watershed. 

If PC is less than 1, do not round it to the 
nearest integer: if PC is 1 or more, round to 
the nearest integer. Enter this value for the 
potential contamination factor in Table 4-1. 

4.1.2.3.2.5 Calculation of population factor 
value. Sum the factor values for Level I 
concentrations, Level n concentrations, and 
potential contamination. Do not round this 
sum to the nearest integer. Assign this sum as 
the population factor value for the watershed. 
Enter this yalue in Table 4-1.-

4.1.2.3.3 Resources. To evaluate the 
resources factor for the watershed. select the 
highest value below that applies to the 
watershed. Assign this value as the resources 
factor value for the watershed. Enter this 
value in Table 4-1. 

Assign a value of 5 if, within the in-water 
segment of the hazardous substance 
migration path for the watershed, the surface 
water is used for one or more of the following 
purposes: 

• Irrigation (5 acre minimum) of 
commercial food crops or commercial forage 
crops. 

• Watering of commercial livestock. 
· • Ingredient in commercial food · 

preparation. 
• Major or designated water recreation 

area, excluding drinking water use.· 
Assign a value of 5 if, within the in-water 

segment of the hazardous substance 
migration path for the watershed, the surface 
water is not used for drinking water, but 
either of the following applies: 

• Any portion of the surface water is 
designated by a State for drinking water use 
under section 305(a) of the Clean Water Act. 
as amended. 

• Any portion of the surface water is 
usable for drinking water purposes. 

Assign a value of 0 if none of the above 
applies. 

4.1.2.3.4 Calculation of drinking water 
threat-targets factor category value. Sum the 
nearest intake. population, and resources 
factor values for the watershed. Do not round 
this sum to the nearestinteger. Assign this 
sum as the drinking water threat-targets 
factor category value for the watershed. Enter 
this value in Table 4-1. 

4.1.2.4 Calculation of the drinking water 
threat score for a watershed Multiply the 

drinking water threat factor category values 
· for likelihood of release, waste char
acteristics, and targets for the watershed, and 
round the product to the nearest integer. Then 
divide by 82,500. Assign the resulting value, 
subject to a maximum of 100, as the drinking 
water threat score for the watershed. Enter 
this value in Table 4-1. 

4.1.3 Human food chain threat. Evaluate 
the human food chain threat for each 
watershed based on three factor categories: 
likelihood of release, waste characteristics, 
and targets. . 

4.1.3.1 Human food chain threat
likelihood of release. Assign the same 
likelihood of release factor category value for 
the human food chain threat for the 
watershed as would be assigned in section 
4.1.2.1.3 for the drinking water threat. Enter 
this value in Table 4-1. 

. 4.1.3.2 Human food chain threat-waste 
characteristics. Evaluate the waste 
characteristics factor category for each 
watershed based on two factors: toxicity/ 
persistence/bioaccumulation and hazardous 
waste quantity. 

4.1.3.2.1 Toxicity /persistence/ 
bioaccumulation. Evaluate all those 
hazardous substances eligible to be 
evaluated for toxicity/persistence in the 
drinking water threat for the watershed (see 
section 4.1.2.2). 

4.1.3.2.1.1 Toxicity. Assign a toxicity 
factor value to each hazardous substance as 
specified in section 2.4.1.1. 

4.1.3.2.1.2 Persistence. Assign a 
persistence factor value to each hazardous 
substance as specified for the drinking water 
threat (see section 4.1.2.2.1.2), except: use the 
predominant water category (that is, lakes; or 
rivers, oceans, coastal tidal waters, or Great 
Lakes) between the probable point of entry 
and the nearest fishery (not the nearest 
drinking water or resources intake) along the 
hazardous substance migration path for the 
watershed to determine which portion of 
Table 4-10 to use. Determine the predominant 
water category based on distance as 
specified in section 4.1.2.2.1.2. For 
contaminated sediments with no identified 
source, use the point where measurement 
begins rather than the probable point of 
entry. 

4.1.3.2.1.3 Bioaccumulation potential. Use 
the following data hierarchy to assign a 
bioaccumulation potential factor value to 
each hazardous substance: 

• Bioconcentration factor (BCF) data. 
• Logarithm of the n-octanol-water 

partition coefficient (log K..wl data. 
• Water solubility data. 

Assign a bioaccumulation potential factor 
value to each hazardous substance from 
Table 4-15. 

H.BCF data are available for any aquatic 
human food chain organism for the substance 
being evaluated, assign the bioaccumulation. 
potential factor value to the hazardous 
substance as follows: 

• If BCF data are available for boih fresh 
water and salt water for the hazardous 
substance, use the BCF data that correspond 
to the type of water body (that is. fresh water 
or salt water) in which the fisheries are 
located to assign the bioaccumulation 
potential factor value to the hazardous 
substance. 

• If, however, some of the fisheries being 
evaluated are in fresh water and some are in 
salt water, or if any are in brackish water, 
use the BCF data that yield the higher factor 
value to assign the bioaccumulation potential 
factor value to the hazardous substance. 

• If BCF data are available for either fresh 
water or salt water, but not for both, use the 
available.BCF data to assign the 
bioaccumulation potential factor value to the 
hazardous substance. 

If BCF data are not available for the 
hazardous substance, use log I<_ data to 
assign a bioaccumulation potential factor 
value to organic substances, but not to 
inorganic substances. If BCF data are not 
available, and if either log I<.... data are not 
available, the log I<.... is available but 
exceeds 6.0, or the substance is an inorganic 
substance, use water solubility data to assigr. 
a bioaccumulation potential factor value. 

TABLE 4-15.-BIOACCUMULATION 
POTENTIAL FACTOR VALUES • 

If bioconcentration factor (BCF) data are 
available for any aquatic human food chain 
organism, assign a value as follows: b 

BCF 

Greater than or equal to 1 0,000 ................ . 
1,000 to less than 10,000 ........................... . 
100 to less than 1,000 ................................ . 
10 to less than 100 ..................................... . 
1 to less than 10 .......................................... . 
Less than 1 ................................................... . 

Assigned 
value 

50,000 
5,000 
500 
50 
5 

. 0.5 

If BCF data are not available, and log I<.... 
data are available and do not exceed 6.0, 
assign a value to an organic haZardous 
substance as follows (for inorganic hazardous 
substances, skip this step and proceed to the 
next): 

LogK.. 

5.5 tO 6.0 ....................................................... . 
4.5 to less than 5.5 ..................................... . 
3.2 to less than 4.5 ..................................... . 
2.0 to less than 3.2 .................................... .. 
0.8 to less than 2.0 ..................................... . 
Less than 0.8 ............................................... . 

Assigned 
value 

50,000 
5,000 
500 
50 
5 

0.5 

If BCF data are not available, and if either 
Log Ko... data are not available, a log Ko... is 
available but exceeds 6.0, or the substance is 
an inorganic substance, assign a value as 
follows: 
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TABLE 4-15.--BioACCUMULATJON 
POJENTIAL FACTOR VALUES._ 

Concluded 

. ---- =!~ 
less lhan 25 ----·----..:-. 50,000 
25 to 500 ·-··-·--'-····--··--·-·- 5,000 
Greater than 500 _, 1,500-·----·-·--······ 500 
Greeter than 1,500-·---'--··-···----· 0.5 

If none ol-tbese data .. available. Mllgn a 
value of 0.5. . 

• Do not round to neares11nteger. 
• See text tor use ot fresiMater and sallwater BCF 

data. 

Do not di6tinguish between fresh water and 
salt water in assigning the bioaccmnulation 
potential fact« value based on log I<.. or 
water solubility data. 

U none of these data are available, assign 
the hazardous substance a bioaccumulation 
potential factor value of O.S.. 

4.1.3.2.1.4 Calculation of toxicity I 
persistence/bioaccumulation factor value. 
Assign each hazardous substance a toxicity/ 
persistence factor value from Table 4-12, 
based on the values assigned to the 
hazardous substance for the toxicity and • 
persistence factors. Then assign each 
hazardous substance a toxicity/persistence/ 
bioaccumulatiori factor value from Table 
4-16, based on the values assigned for the 
toxicity/persistence and bioaccwnulation 
potential factors. Use the hazardous 
substance with the higheat toxicity j 
persistem:e/bioaccumulation factor value for 
the watershed to assign the value to this 
factor. Enter this value in Table 4-1. 
81UIMG CODE ueo-so-M 
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Toxicity/ 
Persistence 
Factor Value 

10,000 f 
f 

4,000 . t 
l 

1,000 I 
I 

.. 

700 l 
.. r 

400 r 
t 

100 I ' . 70 t 
t 

40 I 
l 

10 t 
j 

1 .. . I 
l 

4 t 
f 

l : -1 
f 

0. 7 -l 
0.4 l 

i 
0.07 j 

i 
~.007 I 

l 
0.0007 l 

t 
{) t 

·I 

TABLE 4-16 
TOXIClTY/PERS1STENCE/BIOhCCUHULATION FACTOR VALUEs& 

Bioaccumulation Potential Factor Value 

so.ooo 5~000 500 50 5 

5 X 108 5 X 107 5 X: 106 5 X 105 5 X 104 

2 X to8 2 X 107 2 X 10° 2 X 105 2 X 104 

5 X 107 5 X 106 5 X 105 5 X 104 5,000 

3.5x 107 3.5 X 106 3.5 X 105 ·3.5 X 104 3,500 

2 X 107 2 X 106 2 X 105 2 X 104 2,000 

5 X 1()6 5 X 105 5 X .104 5,000 500 

3.5 X 106 3.5.x 105 3.5 X 104 3,500 350 

2 X 106 2 'x 195 2 X 104 2,000 200 

5 x 105 ) X 104 5,000 500 50. 

3.5 xlQ~ .. 3.5 X 104 . 3,500. ·, 350 35 

2 X 105, 2 x 104 2,000 200 20 

5 x104 .-.. 5,000 560 50 5 

3.5 X 104 3,500 350 35- . 3.5 

2 X 104 2,000 200 20 2 

. 3,500 350 35 . 3. 5 0.35 

350 35 3.5 0.35 0.035 

0.5 

5,000 

2,oao 

500 

350 

200 

5Q 

35 

20. 

5 ,. 

3.5 

2 

0.5 

0.35 

0.2 

0.035 

0.0035 

35 ·3.5 0;35 ... 0.035 0.0035 . 0.00035' 

0 0 () ... 0 0 -o 

8 Do not·round to nearest integer. 

BILLING COO£ 16110-40-C 
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4.1.3.2.2 Hazardous waste quantity. 
Assign the same factor value for hazardous 
waste quantity for the watershed as would be 
assigned in section 4.1.2.2.2 for the drinking 
water threat Enter this value in Table 4-1. 

4.1.3.2.3 Calculation of human food chain 
threat-waste characteristics factor category 
v..alue. For the hazardous substance selected 
for the watershed in section 4~1.3.2.1.4, use its 
toxicity /persistence factor value and 
bioaccumulation potential factor value as 
follows to assign a value to the waste 
characteristics factor category. First. multiply 
the toxicity I persistence factor value .and the 
hazardous waste quantity factor value for the 
watershed, subject to a maximum product of 
1 X 10 8• Then multiply this product by the 
bioaccumulation potential factor value for 
this hazardous substance, subject to a 
maximum product of 1 X 10 12• Based on this 
second product, assign a value ·from Table 
2-7 (section 2.4.3.1) to the human food chain 
threat-waste characteristics factor category 
for the watenihed. Enter this value in Table 
4-1-.. -

4.1.3.3 Human food chain threat-targets. 
Evaluate two target factors for each 
watershed: food chain individual and 
population. For both factors; detennine ·. 
whether the target fisheries are subject to 
actual or potential human food chain 
contamination. 

Consider a fishery (or portion of a fishery) 
within the target distance limit of the · · 
·watershed to be subject to actual human food 
chain contamination if any of the folloWiitg 
apply: · · • ·• 
. • A hazardous substance having a 
bioacCIUllulatiori potential factor value of 500 
or greater is present either in_an-obs.erved 
release by direct observation to the 
watershed or in a surface water or sediment 
saniple from the watershed at _a level that 
meets the criteria.for an observed release to 
tile watershed from the site, and at least a· 
portion of the fishery is Within the boundaries 
of the obser\red rei ease (that iS. it is located 

· either at the point of direct observation or at 
· or lletween the probable 119int of entry and 

the most distant sampling point establishing 
the observed release). 

• The fishery is closed, and a hazardous 
substance for which thf:fishery hail been 
-closed has been documented iD ·an·ob'sei'Ved 
release-to the watershed from theaite,'and at 
least a pettion of the fishery is ,vi thin the 

. boundaries of the observed l'elease. · 
• A hazardous substance is preserit in a 

. tissue sample· from an essentially sessile, 
benthic, human food chau 'lrg&nism from the 
watershed at a level that meets the criteria 
for an obServed release to the watershed 
from the site. and at least a portion of the 
fishery is within the \)l)undaries of the 
observed release. 

For a fishery that meets any of these three 
criteria, but that is not Nhollr within the 
boundaries of the observed.r lease,. consider 
only the portion of the fishery that is within 
the boundaries of the obsei'Ved release to be 
subject to actual human fOl d chain 
contamination. Consider th! remainder of the 
fishery within the target distance limit to 
be subject to potential- food chain 
contamination. 

ln addition. consider all other fisheries that 
are partially or wholly within the target 
distance limit for the watershed. including 
fisheries partially or wholly within the 
boundaries of an observed release for the 
watershed-that do not ineet any of the three 
criteria listed above. to be subject to 
potential hUm.an food chain contamination. H 
only a portion-of-the fishery is within the 
target distance limit for the watershed. . 
include only that portion in evaluating the 
targets factor category. 

When a fishery (or portion of a fishery) is 
subject to actual food chain contamination. 
determin!! the part of the fishery subject to 
Level I concentrations and the part subject to 
Level n concentrations. H the actual food 
chain contamination is based on direct 
obsei'Vation, evaluate it using Level n 
concentrations. However, if the actual food 
chain contamination is based on samples
from the waterShed, use these samples and. if 
available, additional tissue samples from 
aquatic human food chain organisms as 
specified below, to determine the part subject 
to Level I concentrations and the part subject 
to Level n concentrations: · 

• Determine the level of actual 
cou'taminatiori from samples (including tissue 

. samples from essentially sessile, benthic 
organisms) 'that meet the criteria for actUal 
food chain contamination by comparing the 
exposure concentrations (see section 4.1.2.3) 
from these samples (or comparable samples} 
to the health-based benchmarks from Table 
4-17, as described in section 2.5.1 and 2.5.2. 
Use only the exposure concentrations for 
those hazardous substances in the sample (or 
comparable samples) that meet ~e criteria 
for actual con~mination of the fishery. 

• In addi~on. determine the level of actual 
contamination from other tissue samples by 
comparing the concentrations of hazardous 
substances in the tissue samples (or 
romparable tissue samples) to the health
based benchmarks from Table 4-17, as 
described in sections 2.5.1 and 2.5.2. Use only 
those iuiditional tissue samples and only 
those hazardous substances in the tissue 
samples that meet all the following criteria: 

-The tissue sample is from a location 
that is Within the boundarlei of the 

·actual food chain contalninatiori for 
the site (that is, either at 'the point of 
direct observation or at or between the 
probable point of entry and the most 
distant sample point meeting the · 
criteria for actual food chain 
contamination). 

-The tissue sample is from a species of 
aquatic human food cham organism 
that spends extended periods of time· 
within the boundaries of the actual 
food chain contamination for the site 
and that is not an ~ssentially sess'ile, 
benthic organism. · 

-The hazardous substance is a substance 
that is also present in a surface water. 
benthic, or sediment sample from 
within the target distance limit for the . 

watershed and. for such a sample, 
meets ·the criteria for actual food chain 
contamination. 

TABLE 4-17.-HEALTH~BASED . BENCH
MAR~S FOR HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES 
IN HUMAN FOOD CHAIN 

• Concentration corresponding to Food 
and Drug Administration Action Level 
(FDAAL) for fish or shellfish. 

• Screening concentration for cancer 
corresponding to that concentration that 
corresponds to the 1o-•individual cancer risk 
for oral exposures. ' ' 

• Screening concentration for noncancer 
toxicological responses corresponding to the 
Reference Dose {RID) for oral exposures. 

4.1.3.3.1 Food chain individual. Evaluate 
the food chain individual factor based on the 
fisheries (or portions of fisheries) within the 
target distance limit for the watershed. 
Assign this factor a value as follows: 

· • If any fishery (or portion of a fishery) is 
suJ>ject to Level I concentrations, assign a 
value of SO. 

• H not; but if any fishery (or portiori of a 
fishery) is 'subject to Level n concentrations. 
assign a _value of 45. · 

• H not, but if there is an observ~d release 
of a hazardoui substance having a 
bioaceumulation potential factor value of 500 
or greater to surface water in the watershed 
and there is a fishery (or portion oh fishery) 
present anywhere Withiri the taiget distance 
limit. assign a value of 20. 

• H there is no observed release to suriace 
water m the watershed or there is no 

· observed release of a hatardo.us substance 
haVing a bioa~umulation potential factor 
value of 500. or greater, but there is a fishery 
(or portion of a fishery) present anywhere 
within the target distance limit, assign a 
value as follows: 

-Using Table 4-13, determine the highest 
dilution weight (that is, lowest amount 
of dilution) applicable to the fisheries 
(or portions offisheries} within the 
target distance limit Multiply. thi11 
dilution weight by 20 and round to the 
nearest integer. 

-Assign this calculated value as the 
. factor value. . _, · 

• If the~e ai-e no fisheries (or portions of 
fisheries) within the target distance limit of 
the watershed. assign a value 'of.O. 

Enter the value assign~ in Table 4-1. . 
4.1.3.3.2. Population. Evaluate the 

population factor for the watershed based on 
three factors: Level I concentrations. Level n 
concentrations. and potential human foOd 
chain contamination. Determine whiCh factor 
applies for a fishery (or portio!l ofa fis~ery). 
as specified in seetion 4.1.3.3. . 

4.1.3.3.2.1 Level !concentrations. 
·Determine those fisheries (or portions of 
fisheries) within the watershed that-are 
subject to Level I concentrations. 

Estimate the human food chain population 
value .for each fishery (or portion of a fishery) 
as followS: 

• Estimate human food chain production 
for the fishe11• based on the estimated annual 
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p~n (in-pom.~~l9f-htm18iJ (ood.chain .. · . Caleulate the value for the pOtential bumarr ~valuated for tOxicity/persistence in the .. 
; . organismi tfor' example; nab; shellfish) .for ;. . . fOOctcliai.; cOntamination Ja~:tor {PF} fQr the' ' . drinking water threat for the' watershed (see 

that fishery, except if the. fiShery is closed · watershed as follows: · section 4.1.2.2). · : 
and a.h~ous substance for which the. ·· "· 4.1.4.2.1.1 . Ecosystem toxicity. Assigll an 
fishery h8s been closed has been documented · 1 n . . ecoSystem toxicity f~tor valu_e .from Table 
in.ariobservedfelease-tethefistaeey.froma- ··PF=_; l: · pp; _._ azardo. b .... 
source arthe'site,.use:the·esnmatechunuat · ,\ 10 i=-:t·.. .. ~·· ·· · 4-:-t~)oea .... h__ . ~ S!l st~on ... !! 
pfoducoon for the· periOd prior to closure of · · · · ·. " .. .. · • basis of the following data hierarchy: 

. the~ or nse the ~te«i annual • . ··EPAchronic Ambient Water Qdlity 
pnXluction ~m~parable fisheries that where: ' . . .. '· Criterion (AWQC)for!the su~~- ... 
,a~-~OJ_CI~ .-·-_, ~ ~:-._: ::·· . · .· · · P4:::Human fOod cha:in popula-tion value for, • EPA chronic Amb~nt AQWi~cPfe .. 
'<• ~~dis~•v•~or.human; . · · -4isheey'-i. ·• ·- -- · · · - AdvisoryConcentra~s(AALAC)forthe 
~oodt;hain population fromTable·4-18, ~sed D1=Dilution weight from Table4-13 for substance · · 
on i!Je. ea~aled hlJ,I1laD food ProduCtion for . fis!lery L : . . . . .'. . . _ . •• EPA. ·a.cute AWQC: ' ~~·the.. ·substance. 
the1islieey. · ... ~· ·: · · · .· .... p · · • ·. • n =Number. of fiSheries subject to potentiai ·• EPA acute AAi.At~fur the substance .. 

. • Set bqundanes betWeen fisheries .at . . . htiinaiz food ch&in contammation. • Lowest LC.o valul!for the wbitance. 
thQSe points. wh'ere.hum.an fOedcham .. . }JJ. calcUlating PF: . . . · · · · · · · 
prod.Di:tion cheDses or where the lildace' . - • .Estim'ate·the human food diain. In ass~· the eCos'ys_t~lll· ~~city faCtor 

· water c~Putiop .w.eight chaitge&. .·. populatio& vallie (PJ for 8 fishery {or )iortion val11e to the hazardoUs substance: 
sum·lhehuman foOd· chain population· ohfishery}as·ip-ecifiedin aection-4.1.3:3;2;1. . • H either an EPA ChronicAWQC 0r -· 

.> . value for each fishery {and pOrtion.of a • ~igh the fisbery-(or portion of a . ,. &\LAC.is avail!lble ~r the hazardous . 
iisberY}; Multiply this sum: by'lO.If.the. . ' fishery}& dilution weight al. indicated in substance. use it to ailsign the ecosystem 

i. 

product· is less than 1; do not rowicJ it to the , . Table 4-13 (section 4.1.2.3.1); except do not. toxicity factor value. Use the chronic A WQC 
.nearesUn1eger;-U1 or moreo·JOUJ)d to·dle . . assign a dilutiOn ~igbt of.us for a-"3-mile in preference to the chronic AALAC when . 

. . ·. • ........ As . . th~~--•ti.... al. . .;,;y;,..··zone in au'i..i. flounftn river": instea. . d both ail' bl . .• nearestm-0~~- .. !ilSD' ... ......w.~-e·V ueu · ..........., .. ~ "'"<e . are-av a e; ; · ·.. . . 
··the LevelJ collCM~tions·factor value.:&~er ·· 8~ 8 dilu,tion weight b~sed 0~ .the av~e . ~ If neither is avail:able. use the EPA-acute 
lhis'V'aluejnlablH--1~.·-·· ~,··: · .. · .. ·:· _, ~w,ttnow. < · .·· · . · " . AWQCorAAJ.ACtoassigntheecosystem 

·4.1:3.32:2 , Level H concentr.oPon& ·~· . '· -· If PF·ii·lesft·lh&·n 1.· dO not -rolmd it to the toxiCity faCtor 'Value;~ lhe. acut~ ·A w~c in. 
• Determine those fisheries (Or portions:of _- · nearest integer; if PF ii 1 or mo~. l'G~ to refi th cute AALAC.. 

fisheiies} within the watershed that-are ... • . · :the-nearest integer. Enter t,be value~~ : P erepce to . e a · . · ... : ·• · · . 
subjec&.toLevel D eoncentratiOns. DOc not- . . in Table 4-t. '· • . . . • If n~n~ of .the clJ!onic al)d acute AWQCs 
include any fisbel'iea {er'J)OttioBI of fisheries):-· -t.i~a.2.4. ealculatioo of-population· facl9r · _ !mti .MMCe il!.~va~ble, ·use ~e-low~t . , 
already 'Counted eder'the tevell "": .. , · , . value. Sum the V8Juea for-:the1.e'vell · · · ·L.Geo lfelue· to assJ8D.the ecosystem tOXICity · 

.. ~ncentratiODJ fa(;tor.' . . . ·~ . :. ~ concentrationa,..Level U concentrations. and factor value. :,. . . -:· · 
· Assi3Jr each fishery (or: p,Ortion·oh fishery)' . potential-~ food -ehain contamination .·· . · · • .·If an-J:.C,.a value ~ ai&Q not ava~lable; · 
a va1ue for' human foOd cham' population-from:' .faeton.fof,the watershecf..no:no1:r0urid this . assigrtan eeos_y~tem:tOxicitjJae~or V&l~e !'f'1)- ,·· 

. · Ta~ 4-~lo based on the estimateclbumas· .. · ~_'sum to:tbe ne.ire~ .. integer. Assign it.aa .the · to the haziudous s~ance &riO use other · 
food~~on for·~lis.ltpy~ Ea~-me ., .. population factor valpfor thnvatel!ih~· .r: hazardoos liubs~for.whidi iiata ire ·, · . · 
human ~ood ~a.iJ! ~~c~on.fa, .the fi.sheq . .Eater: this. vlllue in T~ble 4-t. . · . available in evaluat:ii:ls the pathway~ ' . • .. 
as specified m ~tion.U,3.3.2.1. · · · · · . . 4.1.3.3~ Ca,kulotien of human food cham · · · · · · · 

Smri the hli.m8n-food cham population ... ihreaf-toi8ets fOetor cxitegorj volue. Suin 1Jie . ·y an ecosyitem toxicity factor vaiue of ois . 
value-for each fishery (and portion ot:a . . · .. food .chain individual and population factor asiigned to an li8zar.dous .substances eligiole .•. 
6~~dfthis S:uDi is.lf!SS, th8n:t:. do: not . , , __ v.alues for-the .watershed. Do net roimd thjs to be.evaluated for the watershed (that is. 
re~d it~ the .nifarest !nteger. jf::t or more, .. sum to the nearest integer. Assign it as the insUfficient data are available for evaluating 
.rouDcJ to the nearest integer: Assign the . -human fOod chain tbreat-targeta factor· . an the substanci!s)~ use. a defaUlt value of 100 
resUlting. value aa the~velD -concenlr!Uions categc)ry_~~~~ {or \Jle watersh~ Enter ~i's.. _. ·. aa the ecosystem toXicity facter va1ue for all 
factor v&lue.$nter ~is :value. in Table ~1. value m .Table ~1. . • . . . ·. .. . . these hazardous subiltances. ' . . 

· · .. . · · _., · • ·: · . , · • .. ·. u,3.4 cOkuJOtionofilu~foodchain, - · · Withrenar_d to tfle. rult'V'_ AALA __ :. · c. ;_or · 
TAB_L£.4-.18_._--,Ht.JW._ ·. Hfi.ooo. CHAtN . , -•L ·t · · ~ · ._.;:. ·.L:.~ '"'''·'tU.ty~... · ~ "'"""<"" 

.ulreQ -I/COi'e10FQ .. WU«irBIIf:IS. l'f>W"JJ w& ,-.. . . :tt.o.$elected for asslsnins·the ~ystem 
···.POPOLA~VAwes• --rhumanfoodcllainthreatfac:tori:ategory. ·· - r,· al th ha rdo ·' 

. . ·value; foi'likelihood.of.relea.e.waite, •.. · tol,dcity actorv ue.to e za us· . · 
'.AssiQned ~racteristics. and ~ta for the watershed. . substance: . • . . - . 
liumlifi' food . a,ad round tbe]lroduc;t to-tlae'nearest integer. . . ··:if v,alues for the aelect~_A-WQC.. ~- · ... · .. 
~~ ......... ·. -.. Then 'diVide 'by ~ Assign the resulting . AALAC. or U:.. are ilvaiial>ie- for both fres'h 

.~ . . ...._""!. · value. subject Jo a .maximum ott~ a1 the watl!f' and marine wa!er for:~e hazafcio.us • 
~----. _.,...,_....,·""· .-.-· .. _..,..-·---.-~-.+---.•. .,....-... , . huiriap food.ch~n ~taco~ fo~;the . · .. -substance. use the yflue tha.t correll;pOnda te . 

· - · · · .. 0 : . · watC!l'llhed. ·Enter thistcolt! iii Table f.,-1.: , the tYpe ef water bodY (that is.-frBsh ·water or 
· .. o,_.:.. . ..: ....... ~ ....... ;. . ..:... .. ;. .. ;.. .. .;;,_..;;.... 0.03 · . 4_ .U 'En.vironmeiitol-threat. Evaluate the . salt water). in which the sensitive .. " · · : · 
, "Greatw than'«Uo 1t»....:... ... ;.:. .. _;_ .... :..... tal £ the bed-based 

: .. Great!lrillan.10010.1.000·...,..;;.;.~ • .:-.. G.3 . environmen threat ~r . w~t~. . .· ertwonnientsareloeated'foaS'sigilthe- ''-- ·' . 
. ;Greater than ,1.000 ro '()..000 :...· . ...:.·'-· · s · · · on ·three fac®r: catego~ ~kelihood of ecosystem toxicity factor v~ht4do ·~e 

Greater .than 1~.000 to 100.000 ... -- 31 release. waste _charactensti.cs. an~ tat:sets. .. . hazardous iubstaiu:e.: _ · · · · · · 
: Greater. than too.ooo tD 1.000,000;.-.. ~. 31'0 · . u.u Bnvuonmentol threaMikelihood.D/ - If h . · · ·.. •. of th ·. - 'f · 
;~than 10~ to..,tO' ... w:. ... .: .. -~: •• -·-· • -3,100 release. ASsign the same h"kelibood of-refease. . • .. •. owever, ~om~ . ~-B_.eDSI we: . · . 

. :~ealer'than 1(): to'lO:-:.-... :-·-"':'- -31,000 factor category valUe for 'the environmental, eDVU'OJ;UDents bemg eraluated'-Clrein ~~b. 

. ,Gre&W than 10 to,to ~ ....... M,.......... 310,000 . . threat for the· watershed as woUld be water and some are ln. salt water. or •teny .. 
· · · .... ~ ~-:-'o•,_:_., .•. ..; ....... :. ........ - . 3•100.000 assisnec;l in section •. 1.2.1.3 for the drinking are in brackish water.' uSe' !he~value {f-esh · .. 

w~ter th.."88t. Enter thie value-in Table 4-L water or marine} 1ha1;yields the higfier· factor • 
. ·.:· 

·Do nOt round to nearest .Integer. 

· 4.i3:3.U P~t~;,ti;;j hu~anfoOdchain 
: · -_contaminatiw. ·Detenniite those fisheries (or 
· poz:tions of fisheiie5J within the waterShed 

· that ~ subject to potential.human fOod 
· :dtain contamination. Do not include those 
fisheries (or portion of fisheries) already 
oounted under the Levell or Level n . . 
concentrations factors. 

. 4.1.4.2 Environmentol tbreat-woste. . value to aasigri the eeosys.tem toxicity factor 
.. ·charil(;ttiristics:£valuate the waste val11e to the hazardouS. substance. 

chara.cteristics factor category for each . • Ih val~e for the selected.AWQC. ... 
watershed based on two factors: ecosystem AALAC. or LCeo is available for eithedresh 
toxicity/persist~/bioaccumuJation and water or mariiie water. but nOt-for'both.use· .· .. 

. hazardous waste quantity. . . th n b"le· . . 
· 41.421 Ecos · te to. · .1 I. . . te I e ava. a one to assJBII an ecosystem 

· b~~ccu~u!ation:~v:lua;:~{tJias:1s nee tOxicity factor value to the haZ&rdous 
hazardous substances eligible :to be . _ ·. substance. 

.; . 
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.TABLE 4--19.-€coSYS1aA TOJC1CflY 
FAcmRV~ 

If _.. EPA .cliJonlc AWQca « AALAC" Js available, 
assign a walue as 1o1lows: ~ 

Less than 1 pgl'l·-··-·····-·,·-·······--·---······· 1 to 1G,.gl!l. ___________________________ _ 

Greater than 18'l0 ae f191!----
Greater.an 1ll1Ua ~..,,. ___ ,_ 
Greater tttaa 2..DOO fiQIJ 

TABlE 4-1'9. EcoSTSiEMTQX1CIT¥ 
. FACTORVALIJE~ 

If neither an ·EPA chronic or acute AWQC nor 
EPA chronic « acute AALAC Is rr.dlable, 
aSs1gn a value 1rorrl1he 1.C.o as follows: 

EPA acute AWOC or AALAC 

u:: .. 

less than we fi!IIL--------·-
100 to 1.000 ,.gfl_ .............. _._ 
Greater th8n ~.oee «~ 1.8,000 pg/L-.-
Greater !han 1G;OOO to 100,t100 .,.g11 •....... 
Gremer_'llwl ~oo;eoe 10-gtt .. -····-····:··-··-· 

H none Clllh ..woe. Wid M\ACs nor the u:,. 
lf-neltla'•VAd!RNI1cAWQC41ef eM dlronk: Is~ -.l!JII• WlueGf41. 

MiAC ta ....,.._.alga a nlae .._, GR '-~-~-c. 
the .EPA ._. AWQC • ~ .as ~a~ewB: • • M!IQC-NI'DieRI WllerO!IalilyCrler.ia. 

·• ~ient Aquatic tile Adwisoly Goncen-

EPA acute AWOteor MlAC 

Less .ftl8n 100 pgll..-.• ··-··--····-·······~--
1 00 to 1 :GGO ,.gl'l.--·-·-··-'········-·; ...... ;;... . 
Greater lhan·1,000 to 10,000 ,.giL •........ 
Greater 11181110~ 10 1(10,B00 fi97~ 

GreaterltlaR ~ f'81i------

tratiofts. . 
.. Use the AWOC Yalae in -preference to the 

AAiAC when both are available. See text 'lor 1158 of 
1reshwater anG awine ¥allies. 

4.L4.2:t.2 Penflstenoe. A:ss'ign a 
p«sisti!DI:le factonalue te eadl tmzaNoir.s 
substance as specified in section 4.1.2.!.1.2. 
eJIICePl: ue the predommaRt water category 
(that is laloes; • tiftrs. .ooeaM, coastld tidal 
wa:leul, or Cr.eat Lakes} betweeR &! probable 
point ofesmy .amt 1lle aearest aemmve 
enrirorimeut {liSt abe aearest~·water 
or l'eB01lftleS ~.along dJe bazardens 
substance~pattllortbe ~ 

to~ ~'*tiet:!oerTaWe4-'1~~ 
use. 0etei'DNHe4he predemHmRt water 
categoty based on dis1aHCe u ~Red in 
sectioft 4.1.'2.2.1.2. Fw~t-ed 
sediments witt! ae identified S91R'Ce, t!Se \'he 
pomt wltel'e1!1ea~ ~ntherthan 
the~ ,o'jftt ef-elitry. 

4.1.4:U .. 3 Ecr;sjstem llioacctmtu1a'l'ion 
potential. Assisn 1m 'I!OOSyslem · 
bioaeamttllatioo potential fader vahre to 
each hazardous substance in the -same 
manner-specified fer the ~ubttion 
poten'tiat factor in~ 4.1,.3.2.1.3. mept 

• Use RCF ihtta for aft aq~tic organi.sms. 
not just fer .aquatic human food chain 
organisms. · · 

• Use the BCF data 'that corresponds to the 
type Of water body 11hat is. fresh watet ur 
salt water) in whim the -seRSitive · · 
enviroamellts {Rot fisherie52 are iecated.. 

4.1 .. 4.2 .. 1.4 Colctdstiott ef -ecosystem 
toxicitylpersiste~factor 
valtle.. Assip eacll aazardiJUS sllhst&Bce
ecosystem tox~/~ faaor vale 
frem Table +-20. .Gased oa -tlle val-ues. 
assi:Jned to the lulzaldous :SUbstance for the 
ecosystem toxicity and ,.er.sistence factcNs. 
Then assip each Bazard8UII abstam:e an 
ecosystem mJddtJ/persis.teRce/ 
bioaccatulatien lactot vee from Table 
4-21. based oa the-mes 11SSigned for the 
eces)'Stem textoilf/per&istence and 
ecosystem bioaalH!mllatioR 110\eBfial fadon. 
Select -the hazardous substance .with the 
highest ecosystem texicityhJersi&leace/ 
-~lactoi-Yaiuemrthe 
wateabed aad ase it tu assigll the wltte te 
this liad&J:. En1er 1his value in 'Table 4-1.. 

. TABLE 4-,20.-EcosVSTEM T~tCIT¥-IPERSiSTENCE FACTOR VAWES • 

~.toxic~ 1actor value 

Ui.GOO 11800 ..,.; 1& 1 -e 

1.e _______ ------· -·---············--··-··-········-·······--··-····---·-·······-·······-· ..e;ooo •.ooo 100 1'0 ~ ~ 

0.4 ··········-····-····-·· . . ····-·····-·----···-····--········-····-···-···----·-··--··--· 4J:IOO -490 • .. 9.4 -e 
g:~7==--==--=--=---===:::-.=.::-.::===~-==:::::::::::: __________ .. ----~--.:::::::: 709 ?0 7 {).7 lJ.07 0 

7 •. 7 8.1J7 8007 ~.1)001 . 0 

BILLING C:ODE -l5liii-!D-II 
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. TABLE 4-21 
ECOSYSTEM TOXICITY/PERSISTE~CE/BIOACCUMULATION FACTOR VALUES8 

Ecosystem 
Toxicity/ 
Persistence 
Factor Value 

Ecosystem Bioacc~ulation Potential Factor Value 

10,000 

4,000 

1,000 

700 

4GO 

TOO: 

7o: 

40: 

10 

7 

4 

1 

I 
I 
I 

.. , 

50,000 

I 
I· 3.5 X 107 

. . I 

5,000 

5 X 107 

5 X 106 

3.5 X 106 

.. ' 2 X 106- .. I 
I 

--~, :5x·roo ····s·x-105 

·t 
l ·3.5 X 106 

f.. 2 X 10° 

I 
I 
I 
l .. :L_s. x 10.5 ~; 3.5. x.io4. 
I 
1: . . 2 X 10.) . • . 2 X t.04 

I 
t ~ x 1C4 5,000 

...1 .. -. . . . ... - ' .. 
o:.7_. · I 3.5 x to'· 3,soo 

0.4 
I 
I 
I 

- .0.07- .· i. '3,500-, .. 
o.oo1 .. I 350 

2,000 

350. 

35 

~00 so 

5 X 106 5 X 105 5 X 104 

2 X 106 ' 2 X 105 2 X 104 

5 x io4 s,ooo 

3.5 X 105 ~.5 X 104 3,500 

2 ·x 105 · 2 x 104 2, ooo 

5 x 104 s·.ooo 500 

3. 5 X. 104 -3, 500 350 

2 x· ·194 2 ;·ooo. . 20'0 

5~ooo . soo so 

3 ,-590 350 : 35 

2,00~ 

500 

350 .. 

. - 35 

so 

35 

s 

l.S 

. . : . ~... ,, 

3.5 '0.35 -· .. :0.035 

0.5 

5,000 

2,000 

.500 

350 

200 

50 

35 

20 

3 :s 

. 0.5 

0.35 

.0.2. 
·., . 

0 .. 03.5 

0.0035 
. . 

. 0.0007 .J. 35 3 .. 5 0.35 0.035 o:oo35 O:. 0.00 ;. 5. 

0 
r 
I 0 

8 Do not round to nearest integer. -
BIUJNG CODE l5f0.50.C 

0 0 0 0 0 

190 
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4.1.4.2.2 Hazardous waste quantity. 
Assign the same factor va~ler hazardous 
waste quantity for the watershed-as would be 
assigned in section 4.1.2.2.2 for the drinking 
water thr.ea.t. .EDter Jhis value .in T.ahle 4-L · 

4.1.4.2.3 Calculation of envirorunental 
threat-waste characteristics frx;tor.colegoty 
value. For .the hazardous substance selected 
for the watersbed Jn section 4.1.4.2.1;11, use its 
ecosystem toxicity( persistence factor value 
and ecosystem 1»ioaccumu1aliori potenlia1 
factor value as follows to assign a value to 
the waste cbaracteriStiw factorcategucy. 
FirSt. mUltiply the ecosystem toXicity/ . 
persistence factor value and the hazardous 
waste quantity fadW Wlue for tlle 
watenihed. subject to a maximum product of 
1 x 108• Then multiply this product by the 
ecosystem bioaCCIIRI.Ulation poteRfiat factor 
value for this hazardous substance, subject to 

a maximum FOduct of 1 x10-D. Based on this 
aecGRd pro4uct. ~sign a vrdae from Table 
2-7 {section 2.4.3.1} to the environmental threat
waste characteristics factor category for the 
waterefted. &t1er -tmsratue m T-able,:4-1. 

TMK.E -4-22.""-EEOLGGtCAL~SEO 
~ 'f'()R- tfAZA'RDOUS Sue
STANCES IN SUBFACE WATER . 

. . 

• Concentration corresponding to EPA 
Ambient Water Quality Criteria (AWQC) for 
.prolection ofaqv&tic life {fresh water or 
marine). · · . · . 

• COncentration corresponding &a EPA 
· · Am\ient Aquatid.ife Advisory 

Concentrations (AALAC). 

• Select the appropriate AWQC and 
AAiAC as foUows: 

. -Use chronic value. if available: 
otherwise -use ac!-lte value .. 

-If the sensitive environmeat being . 
evaluated is in fresh water. use fresh 
water value. except: if no fres'h water 
value is available. use marine value lf 
avanabie~ 

-If the sensitive enYironment being 
~valuated is in salt water. use marine 
v.alu.e. ext:ept: if no marine value is 

, available; use fresh water value if 
available. 

-If the sensitive 1!nvironment being 
evaluated is in both fresh water and 
-salt water, or is ia brackish water. use 
lower of fresh water or marine values. 

TABLE 4-23.-'SENSITIVE ENVIRONMENTS RATINGVALUES 

Sensitive environment 

Critical habitat • for. -Federal designated endangered or threatened species ··············--····································--······--······················--··············-············-······················ 
Marine Sanctuary 
National Park 
Designated Federai"Wikkemess Area 
Areas identified-under Coastal zone Manageinent Act ~ 
'Seilsilive areas identified under National &tUary Program • or Near Coastal Wllte!S P.rogram • 
Clitical areas identified under the Clean lakes Program • 
-National Mom.ment' 
-NatioBal Seisilore Recreational Area 
fUtionallakeshore -Recceational Area 

tlabilat'tmown 1G be used by Federal designated or proposed endangered or tkeatened species---···--···-·--················--··---··--·-······-···········: ........ . 
~Preserve 
t.lational or State Wildlife Refuge 
Unit llf Coastal8arder Resources Syslem 
-Coastal Barrier (undeveloped) 
Federal.land designated .for protection of natural ecosystems 
:AdrRinistratively Proposed Federal Wilderness Area 
Spawning areas 'Critical• for the main.tenance of fish/shellfish species within river, lake. or coastal tidal waters 
Mgratory pathways and feeding areas critical for maintenance of anadromous fish species within river reaches or areas in lakes or coastal tidal waters in 

which the fish .spend extended periods of time 
TetTestriat areas--ulilized for breeding by large or dense -wegations cit animals" 
National river reach designated as Recreational · · 

Habitat known to be tJSed by State designated endangered or threatened specie!l ....................................................................................... -·····-·-·····-······················ 
Habitat known tO be used by species under review as to its Federal endangered or threatened status · 
Coastal Barrier (partially developed) 
Federal designated Scenic or Wdd ~iver 

State ,land designated for wildlife or game management .................................................... -··················--·············--···············--···----···-·······---····· -·············-·············-····· 
State desigAated Scerlic or Wild River . 
State designated Natural Areas 
Particular areas. relatively small in size. important to maintenance of unique biotic communities 

State designated areas for pro~ or maintenance· of aquatic life 1 
....................................................................................................... --·--·············-····;;.··-··-·-·······c 

• Critical habitat .as defined in 50 CFR 424.02. 

Assigned 
value 

100 

75 

50 

25 

5 

• Areas identified -in State Coastal Zone Management plan$ as requiring protection because of ecological value. · 
• National Estu8ly Program study .8I'Ba$ ~eas withio .estuaries) .idelltified jR. ~ ~ and fo!anagei'Aent -Plans as ft!Qtliring protection 

because they support critical life stages of key estuarine species (Section 320 of Clean Water Act. as amended). 
• Near Coastal Waters as defined in Sections 104(b)(3). 304(1), 319, and 320 of Clean Water Act. as amended. 
• Clean lakes Program critical areas (subareas within lakes. or in some cases entire small lakes) identilied by Slate Clean -lake PlaRS as Cfitical ilabilat 4Seclion 

314 of Clean Water Act. as amended). · . 
'Use only for air migration pathway. 
• Umit to areas described as being used for intense or concentrated spawning by a given species. 
• f'or the air migration pathway. fimit to terrestrial vertebrate species. For the surface water migration pathway. limit to terrestrial vertebrate species with aquatic or 

semiaquatic foraging habits. 
' Areas designated under Section 305(a) of Clean Water Act. as amended. 
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TABLE 4-24.-WETLANDS RATING VAUJES 
FOR SuRFACE WATER MIGRAllON PAnt
WAY 

!Assigned 
value 

Less 1han 0. t ··-···--··-·-·······-······-··--· 
0.1 10 "t---····-····-····--···--···-····--···-
Greater tllaft 1 to 2--·--·-···-···-···--··· 
.Grealer '- 2 to$ ... ·-----···-·---··---·· 
Greider than 3 to "--·---·-----······· 
Greater than41D·..___. -·--·
Greater than 8 to 12 _ 
Greater than 1~ to 16-----·-

. Gl8iltef than 16 to 20 .--:,..-----J 
Greater tb1Wl2.0..- · ·-

0 
25 
50 
75 
100 
150 
250 
350 
450 
500 

• Wetland&. as defir.ed ift' 40 CfR. Section 230.3. 

4.1.4.3 Environmental tlueat-ttzrgets. 
EvalUate the environmental threat-ta~ts 
factor category far a watershed usiDg one 
factor. sensitive environments. · 

4.u.3.t Sensitive efiVironineBts. Evaluate 
sensitive mviromnents alor~g the bazardeils 
su.~re migration path .for the watershed 
based em three fadors:- Level J. 
concentrations, Lel'el B .concentrations. and 
poteirtHilccmtamination: 

Determine whlcb f8ctor applies to each · 
sensitive eu~ent aa specified Jn sectiM 
4.1.2."3.. except:· use ecological-based 
bencbmarb (Table 4-2Z} rather than heaJth
~ased benc:hmarka rrable 3-lO~in . 
detmniDing the level of ooAtamiBatroG from 
samples. In determining. the level a! actual 

. contaminatioa. use a poillt of direct 
observati011 anywhere within the sensitive 
environment or samples (.that is. surface 
water, benthic, or aediment samples} laken 
anywhere within or beyond the sensitive 
environment (or eywhere adjaeeut to er 
beyonci" the sensttn-e environment if it ia 
contiguous to the migration path): 

. 4.~3.1.2 Lnell ~centratJORs..Auign 
. vahle{s}from Table·ol-23 to-each sensitive 

enviromnent.ltlbject to Level I 
concentratiODB. : . 

For those sensitive environments dlat are 
wetlands. •ssian an-additionah.alue from . 
Table +-ZC.InaSaigP.ing a value from Table . 
4-24, include only those poroon of wetland& 
located akmg the ~oua aubstance 
migration path in the area Of tevet I 
coRceii.trations .. lf a wetland is located 
partially altmg-tie area efl.evell 
concenfl'ations and partialfy. along the area o! 
Level D concentration. ed/t)r potential 
.contamination, then solely. fOr-I"D'PPff" or 
Table 4-24; COUDt the portion( a) along the 
areas of Level n concentrations or potential 
contami.Jlatioli under the· Level D 
concentrations factor (section 4.1.4.3.1.2) or 
:potential contamination factor (section 
4.1.4.~.1.3}. as appropriate. 

Estimate the totallength of wetlands along 
the haza!•deus substance migration path (that 
is, wetland frontage) in the area of Levell 
concentrations and assign a value from Table 
4-24 based on this total length. Estimate this 
length as follows: 

• For an·isolated wetland or for a wetland 
where the pr.obable point of entry to surface 
wat~r is in the wetland. use tbe perimeter of · 

.that portion of the wetland subject to Levell 
concentrationp a! the length. 

• For rive1s, use lhe length of the wetlands 
contiguous to the in-water segment of the 
hazardous substance migratioa path (that iS. 
wetland frontage). 

• For lakes, oceans, coastal tidal waters. 
and Great Lakes. use the length of the 
wetlands along lbe shoreline within lbe ta.-get 
distance limit (t!tat is, wetland frontage along 
the shoreline}. · 

Calculate the Levell CODcentra.tions factor 
value (SH) for the watershed as follow.s: 

w~ 

n 
SH=18fWH+ l: S;} 

i=t 

WH= ValUe assiped from Table 4-24 to 
wetlands aloDs the area of Levell . 
concentrations. 

S, = V alue{s) assigned from Table 4-23. to 
lleDSitive emrirooment i. 

n=Number of seoaitiveeuvironments from 
Table ._23 attbjeGt to Levell 
· concantraoona. . 

· E..>1ter the. value assigned in Tahle 4-1. 
4.l.U1.2 Level II concentrolions. Assign 

value(s).frem Table 4-23 to each ~ensitive 
envil'08Jilellt. subject to Level: B 
conc:eritrations. Do-not inclode sensitive 
enviroflmentit already counted fw TaMe 4-23 
under the LeYell ooueentrati.oos factor for · 
this watershed 

For those sensitive environmeots that are 
wetlands, asSign an~~ value from . 
Table 4-21..1D assigninsavalue &om Table 
4-24, mclude only thOse portions of wetlands 
located aJq the huardoUSubstaBce 
migration path in tBe area of Level B 
concentrations, aa spe~ed in section 
4.1.4.3.1..1.. . 

Estimate the totallength of. weilaads along 
the hazardous substance migration path (that 
is, wetland frontage). in. the area oi Level D 
concentrations. and assign a value fiom Table 
4-24 based an thie total Jenath; Estimate this · 
length as specified in secti<m 4.1.4.3.1.1. 
except for an isolated wetlanil· or fot a 
wetland where the probable point ofentry to 
surface water ia in the wetland, use the 
perimeter of.that portion. o£ the wetland 
subject to l.evel B (non.evel I} 
concentrations as 1be length. 

CalcuJete the.Levef U concentratWns value 
{SL} for the -tersbed aa follows: 

where: 

D 
SL=WL+ l: S, 

i=1 

· WL= Value assigned from Table 4-24 to 
wetlands along the area of l.evel n 

. concentrations. 
S.= Value(s) assigned from Table 4-23 to 

sensitive environment i. 
n=Number of sensitive environments from · 

Table 4-23 subject to Level II 
concentrations. 

Enter Lie value assigned in Table 4-1. 
4.1.4.3.1.3 Potential contamination. Assign 

value(st from Table 4-23 to each sensitive 
environment subject to potential 

contamination. Do not iJiclude sensitive 
envinmment& already counted for Table 4-23 
under the Levell or Level U concentrations 
factors. 

For each type of surface water body in 
Table 4-13 (sectioo 4..1.2.3.1}, sum the value(s) 
assigned from Table 4-23 .to lbe sensitive 
enviroruneBts along that type of surface 
water body. except: do not use the surface 
water body type "3-mile mixing zone in quiet 
flowing river ... If a sensitive environment is 
along two or more types of surface water 
bodies (for example, Wildlife Refuge 
COJatiguol1s to both a modiet'ate stream and a 
large river). 8S8ign the sensitive environment 

. only to that surface .water body type hnfug 
the highest dilution weight value from Table 
4-13. 

For those sensitive environments that are 
wetlands, assign an aGditional Value from 
Table4-24.1n assiping a value from Table 
4-24, include ooly t11ose portions of wetlands 
located along the hazardous substance 
migration path in the area of potential 
contamination, a 8J)8Cified in section 
4.1.4.3 . .1.1. Aggregate the~e wetl&Ddil by type 
of surface water bodJ. except: do DOt use the 
surface water body type "3-mile mixing zone 
in quiet flowing river." Treat the wetlands 
aggregated within each type ef surface water 
body as separate aensiUve eminmmenls 
solely for purposes of applyius Table 4-24. 
Estimate the total length of the wetlanda 
withiD each surface water body type as 
specified iD sedi&n 4.1A.3.1.t. except: for an 
isolated wetland or for a wetland where the 
probable point of entry to-llll'face water ia in 
the wetland, use the perimeter of that portioJJ 
a! the wetlanthubject to petentiat 
contamiBatioD (or tile portion of that 
perimeter that ia within the target distance 
limit) aa.the length. Assign a aeparate vatue 
from Table 4-24 for eec:h tJpe oi amface 
water body iD the watenlhed. . 
: Calculate the potential amtaminatioD 
factor value (SP) for the watershed as 
follows: 

t m 
SP= _. l: ({W;+SJDJ 

10 1=1 

where: 
n 

~ = l:S;, 
i=1 

Su= Value(s) assigned from Table 4-23 to 
~ensitive environment i in surface w.atef 
body typej. 

n= Number of sensitive environments from 
Table 4-23 subject to potential 
contamination. 

W;= Value assigned from Table ~24 for 
wetlands along the area of potential 
contamination in surface water body 
type j. 

D,=Dilutien weight from Table 4-13 for 
surface water body type j. 

- m=Number of different surface water body 
types from Table 4-13 in the watershed. 

H SP is less than 1, do not round it to the 
nearest integer;-ifSP is 1 or more, round to 
the nearest integer. Enter this value for the 
puientiai contamination factor in Table 4-1. 
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4.1.4.3.1.4 Calculation of environmental 
threat-targets factor category value. Sum the 
values for the Level I concentrations. Level n 
concentrations. and potential contamination 
factors for the watershed. Do not round this 
sum to the.nearest integer. Assign this sum as 
the .environmental threat-targets factor 
category value for the watershed. Enter this 
value in Table ~1. 

U.4.4 Calculation of environmental 
threat score for a watershed. Multiply the 
en\ironmental threat factor category values 
for likelihood of release. waste 
characteristics, and targets for the watershed. 
and round the .product to the nearest integer. 
Then.dhide by 82.500. Assign the resulting 
value. subject to a maximum of 60. as the 
environmental threat score for the watershed. 
Enter this score in Table ~1 .. 

4.1.5 Calculation of overland/flood 
migration component score for a watershed. 
Sum the scores for the three threats for the 
watershed {that is. drinking water, human 
food chain. and environmental threats). 
Assign the resulting score. sulJject to a 
Di8xim.um value of 100. as the surface water 
overland/fiood migration component score 
for the watershed. Enter this score in Table 
~1. 

4.1.8 Calculation of overlaridiflood 
migration component SCore. Select the 
highest surface water overland/flood 
migration compOilent score from the 
watersheds-evaluated. Assign this score as 
the surface water overlarid/flood migrati,on 
component score for the site,' subject to a · 
maximum score of 100. Enter this score in 
Table~1. 

4.2 Ground water ta surface water 
. migration component Use the groundwater 
. -~ace water migration component to 
.. evaluate surface water threats that result 
from migr.ation of hazardous .substances from 
a source at ·the site to surface water via 
ground water. Evaluate three typei of threats 

- for this component drinking·waterthreat. 
human food chain threat. and environmental 
threat 

4.2.1 General considerations. -
4.2.1.1 Eligible surface waters. Calculate 

ground water to surface watermigration 
. component scores only for surface waters 
(see·section 4.0.2) for which all the following 
conditions are met: · 
· . • A portion_ of the surface water is within 1 
mile of one or more sources .at the site having 
a containment factor value great~· than 0 (see 
section 4.2.2.1.2~ 

• No aquifer discontinuity is established 
between the source and the portion of the 
surface water within 1 mile of the source (see 
section 3.0.1.2.2}. However, if hazardous 
substances have migrated across an apparent 
discontinuity within this 1 mile distance. do 
not consider a discontinuity present in 
scoring the site. 

• The top of the uppel'JDOSt aqnifer is at or 
above the bottom of the surface water. 

Do not evaluate this component for sites 
consisting solely of contaminated sediments 
with no identified source. 

4.2.1.2 Definition of hazardous substance 
migration path for ground water to surface 
water migration component The hazardous _ 
substance migration path includes both the · 
ground water segment and the sUrface water 
in-water segment that· hazardous substances 
would take as.they migrate away from 
.sources at the site: 

• Restrict the ground water segment to 
migration via the uppermost aqnifer between 
a source and·the surface water. 

· • Begin the surface water in-water segment 
at the probable point of entry from the 
uppermost aqnifer to the surface water. 
Identify the probable point of entry as that 
point of the surface water that yields the 
shortest straight-line distance. within the 
aquifer boundary (see section 3.0.1.2}. from 
the sources at the site with a containment 
factor value greater than 0 to the surface 
water. 

-For rivera, continue the in-water 
seginent in the direction of flow 
(including any tidal flows) for the 
distance established by the target 
distance limit (see section 4.2.1.4). 

-For lakei, oceans, coastal tidal waters, 
or Great Lakes; do not consider flow 
direction. Instead apply the target 
distance limit as an arc. · 

-If the in-water segment includes both 
rivers and lakes (or~ans, coastal 
tidal waters, or Great Lakes), apply the 
ta.rget.distance limit to their combined 
in-water segments. · 

Consider a site to be in two or more 
watersheds for this c:OJ!lPODent if two or more 
hazardous substance migration paths from 
the sources at the site do not reaCh a common 
point within the target distance linii~ If the 
site is in more ·than one watershed define a 
separate hazardous substance migration path 
for each watershed. Evaluate the ground 
water to surface water migration component 

for each watershed separately as .specified in 
section 4.2.1.5. 

4.2.1.3 Observed release of a specific 
hazardous substance to surface water in
water segment. Section 4.2.2.1.1 specifies the 
criteria for assigning values to the observed 
release factor for the ground water to surface 
water migration component With regard to 
an individual hazardous substance. consider 
an obsel'Ved release of that hazardous 
substance to be established for-the surface 
water in-water segment of the ground water 
to surface water migration component only 
when the hazardous substance meets the 
criteria both for an observed release both to 
ground water (see section 4.2.2.1.1) and for an 
observed release by chemical analysis to .· 
surface water (see section 4.1.2.1.1}. 

If the hazardous substance meets the 
section 4;1.2.1.1 criteria for an observed 
release by chemical analysis to surface water 
but does not also meet the criteria for an 
observed release to ground water, do not use 
any s.amples of that hazardous substance 
from the surface water in~water segment in . 
evaluating the factors of this component [for 
example, do not use the hazardous substance 
in establishing targets .subject tO actual 
contamination or in determining .the level of 
actual contamination for a target). 

4.2.1.4 Target distance limiL Deteimine 
the target distance limit for each watershed 
as specified in section 4.1.1.2. except do not 
extend the target distance ·limit to a iample 
location beyond 15 miles unless.at least one 
hazardous substance in a sample from that · 
location meets the criteria in section 4.2.1.3 
for an observed release to the surface water 
in-water segment · · · 

Determine the targets eligible to be 
evaluated for each watershed and establish 
whether these targets are subject to actual or 
potential contamination as specified.in 
section 4.1.1 . .2. except do not establish actual 
contamination based on a sample location 
unlm at least one hazardous substance in a 
sample from' that location meets the criteria 
in section 4.2.1.3 for an observed release to 
the surface water in-water segmenL 

4.2.1.5 Evaluation of ground water ta 
surface water migration component Evaluate 
the drinking water threat. human food chain 
threat-and environmental threat for each · 

· watershed for this component _based on three 
factor categories: likelihood of.release, .waste 
characteristics, and targets. Figure ~z 
indicates the factors included within each 
factor category for each type of ~aL ·· 
8II.LJNQ aJO£·eseo-sHI 
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Determine the ground water to surface · 
·water migration component;score .{s..J far 11. 

watershed in terms of the Jactor Category 
"alues as follows: 

I..R.=Likelihood of release factor category ground water to IBI:face__.fllisr:atien 
· .0 value lor threaU.{!hat .ia. .dlliDking water. 
human~ cBaia. • environmental 
threat). 

-oomponent score fm-t~R'Irite. 0 

• 0 

·n me site is in more than one watershed: 

3 
l: (LRJ(WCJ(TJO 

WCr=W•ste~tae1.-M categoty 
-..1ue forthrellti. · 

-"T-r=~s factor category value for tMea1 i. 
SIF='Scalins factor. · 

• Calculate a separale ground water to 
91lrface water migtatiml~eot ~~~:ere lor 
each watershed. using likeliheod.a .Bease, 
waste characteristicS, amJ.-.IB ..,ptl;ic;$Ie 

i=t 'Ta'b1e .C::.25 o_~ines the specific calculatian 
,pmcedure. . 

to each watershed. 
0 

where: 

if.&Ae Mte is in only one wwtersbei.~ 
the ground waler ao...t:ace watft'aftgral&on 
component score Tor ·that watershec! a 1he 

• Select the highest ground water te 
&Urface water migration -component score 
from the watersheds evaluated and assign it 
as the ground water to surface water 
migration component score for the site. 

TABLE 4-25.-GROUNO WATER TO SLJRFACE WATE.Ijll.tiGRAI"JONCGMPaNENT SCQRESHEET 

Factor categories and factors 

Likelihood of Reltiase to Aqulfer: 
Drinking Water Threst· 

1. ObserYed Retease ... - .... M ......... ; ..................................................... _ ............................... : ............................................................ .. 

2. Potential to Release: --
. 2a. Containment... ..... _ ......................... - .................................. -·--··-----·-·-'·-···---··---··-··--· .. ·-·---·--··---··-·····-· 

2b. Net 1'recipitation-....... .;. .•. ; ...... ~ ......... -·-·---····-···· ........................... _ _.. ...... :...-••• ; ............. - ................................ .. 
2c. Depth to Aquifer-·· ·-·····-··------····-------...................................................... - ............... :. 
2d. Travel Tll'll8 . .;... ...................... ...;---------·········-····· .. ----··----·-··--·------·----·· .. ············ 
2e. Potential to Releaie{lineS hr2b+2c+2di-----· .. ···-·-........ - ..................... _ .................. : ..... - ... - ............... . 

3. Ulelihood of Release '""* el.if!es14Adb>-----·-·-·-----................................................ _ .................. - ............... . 
Waste Characterlstlcc 0 

• 

4. Toxicity/Mobility/PersiStence ..................... ----···-·· .. -·-·-··-............................... __ ~·----........................... . 
5. Hazardous Waste Qua~··---,---·--··--·-·-·--· ..................................................... --... : ..... ~ ................. .. 
6. Waste Characteristics.---............ -----~·-·-----·· .. -· ............................................... - .. - ....................... .. 

Targets: . 0 • 

7. Nearest tntake ............. _ ............ -
0 

-··-·-· ·-·-·--···---·------------........ --............... . 

8. Population . . 
ea. Levell Concentramns ........... _______ . __ ---···-........................... : ................... ~--··--·-·····--·----·····---·· 
8b. Level Jl Concentralolls ....................... . ......... - ...... _ ... : ................................................... --·-.. ····--··-··---.. . 
8c. Potential Contamination .................................... - ................ - ..... - .......... ----------·---.............. . 
8d. Population'(lines 8a ... 08b + Be) ................ - .............. --... - ................... _____________ ............... . 

9. Resources .... ; ......... ,. ..... _ ............................. : ....................................... ~ ·-----·---·---.... ·-·····--
10. TargetS (lines 7 + 8d + 9) ................................................................ -·-~---~----·-----·----~ ............ . 

Drinking Water Threat SCore: 
11. Drinking Water Threat Score {I lines 3 x 6 x 101182,500, subject 10 a maximum of 100) .................... - ........................ . 

Human Food Chain ThrNt 
Likelihood of Release: . 

Maximum 
value 

550 

10 
10 
5 
35 
500 

0550 

(a) 
(a) 
100 

50 

(b) 
(b) 
(b) 

5 
(b) 

100 

12. Likelihood of ReleaSe (same value _as ~ 3) ................................. -............................................................................................ 550 
Wata Chanlcterldcs: 0 _ • 0 

13. Toxicity/MobilityiPefsistenc;e!Bioaci::umula~-·--··----............. . ........ -........................................................... (a) 
14. Hazardous Waste Quartity .............. _ .. _____ , .... ~ ......................... _______ o --------......................... (a) 

.15. Waste CharacteristiCs·-·-··· ................................ - ................ ~ ............ -·-- .-................. 1.000 
Targets: 

16. f'«<d Chain Individual ...... - ................................. _ ...... :. ...... - ........................... -------~--~--------............. 50 
17. Population: c. 

17a Levell Concentraiolls ...... ~ ...... - .......... _____ ................ ~-·--............... ---·----·--· ... -............... (b) 
17b. level11 ConcentraliCI'IS __ .......................... --~ .................. - .............................. - ................ ____ ........... -.............. (b) 
17c.' Potential Human FlOod Cllain Con1aminalion ................... ----·-···· ...................... _. __________ .. ______ ....... (b) 

17d. Population (lines aa + 11b + '17C)~ .... -.:. ........................................ -------·-·-·----·-·---·--··· ........... - ......... :... (b) 
18 Targets (Lines 16 + 1711) ..................................................................... - .... - ............................................ -----·---·····......... (b) 

Human Food Chain Ttveat Scere: 
19. Human FOOd Chain Threat Score ({fines 12 x 15 x 18]/82.500. uject 10 a-maximam 1>f'IOO) .......... _ ......... -............... 100 

Environmental Threat 
Uketlhood of Release: 

:20. Likelihood of Release (same value as fine 3) ............................................ , ................ ,.................................................................. 550 
Wasta CharacteristiCs: 

21 Ecosystem Toxicity/Mobility/Persistence/Bioaccumulation .............. -'-·-····--· .. ····-· .. ······-····· .. ····-·--·-0 

---....................... • (a) 
22. Hazardous Waste Ouanlty ................................................................... _ ......... - .... ----~ .. -------·.......... (a) 
23. Waste Characteristics .................................................................................... __ .... _. ____________ ...... -.............. 1,000 

Targets: 
24. Sensitive Environments: 

24a Level I Concentrations ................................................................. - ........................................................... __ ................... (b) 
24b. Level 11 Concentraions ................................................................... : ...................................................................... -............. (b) 
24C. Potential Contamir.ation .......................................................................................................................................... -............ (b) 
'24d. Sensitive Environrn8Rts ~ -24e + 240 + ~ .................................................................................. , ... -...................... (b) 

25. Targets (value fro n fine 24d).............................................................................. ............................................................................. 111) 

Value assigned 
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TABLE 4-25.-GROUND WATER TO SURF~CE WATER MIGRATION CoMPONENT SCORESHEET.:.....c-..ontinued . . 

Factor categories and factors 

Environmental Threat Score: 

M8ximuin 
value 

26. Environmental Threat Score. ([lir.es 20 x 23 x 251182,500, subject to a lnaximum Of 60) .. : .................................................. · 60 · 

' · . GroUI1d Water to~ Wat;,·~aigratlon Component Score f~ a Wat~ 
27. Waterslled Score• {lines '1 + 19 + 26, subject to a fllliXimum of 100) ........................ '--· .. ············'·····---·········-···-·;...... 100 
28, Comjlollent Score (S.J • '(llighest score from Une ?:1 for_ an waterSheds evaluated. subject to a m8ximum of 100) ·-··· 100 

• MaXimUm value applies to waste characteristics calegoly. 
··~ value not applicable. . . · 
• DO not round to nearest inteQer. , · 

4.2.2 Drinking wqter thre~i. Evaluate the 
drinking water threat for ea~ .wate,:shed 
based on three factor categori~: likelihoo!i of 
release, waste characteristics, and targets. 

4.2.2.1· Drinking water.threat-likelihOqd of 
release: Evaluate the likelihood ol·release 
factor category for eacll watershed'in terms 
of an observed release facior or a· potential to 
release factor. · · · . · 

· potential to release factor value 'as the . 
likelihood ofrelease factor category value for 
the watershed. Enter the value assigned in 
Table4-25. 

.· 4.2.2.2 DrinkilllJ. water threat-~aste 
Characteristics. Ev.&luate the waste 
~ara~teril!ticdactor category for each 
watershed ~ed on two factors: toxicity I 

·mobility /persistence and hazardous waste 
quantity. Evaluate only those hazardous 
spbstances available. to migrate from the 
saurces at the Site to the uppermost ~quifer 
·(see section-3.2). Such'hazardous substances 
include:· · · 

• Hazardous substances -that meet the 
. crit~ria for:an1>bserved i:elease·w.groond 
water. : ·. · ·~ ... ' · ., · · · 

;4..2.2.1.1 Observed release. EstabliSh an 
observed rell!ase to 'the ii:pperm0slaquifer as 
specified D) section u.t.lf an observed .. . . 
release can be established for the uppermost 
.aquifer, assign an ·observed release factor 
value of 550 to that watershed. enter this 
value in Table 4-25,· and proceed• to section 
4.2.2:.1.3. If no obset\led release can be 
established. assign an ob&ei"Ved release · • All.hazardous.substances associated 

· faCtor value of 0. enter this value in Table 
,. 4-25; and proCe.ed to· sectiOn 4-..2.2.1.2. · 

4.2.2.1.2 · Potential to release. Evaluate 
· potentjaHo release only if an· observed. · 
release callllot be establisb~d for· the . · . · 

-uppennost aquifer; Calculate-a potena. to·· 
reiea!e'vl!-hie for the uppermosfaquifer as 
specified in.section 3.1,2: and sections·3.1.2.1 
through 3.1.2.5. Assign the potential to release · 
value for the uppermost aquifer as the 
potential to· release facter.value for the 
watershed. Enter this· value iri Table 4-'-25. 

· . 4..2.2..1.3 Calculation of drinidng-water 
threat-likelihood·of releastJ<f.actor eotegory 

·· value. If an observed release is established · 
for. the uppermost aquifer, assign-the-

· observed release factor value of'550 aS:1he · 
· Ji,keli,hood of rele.ase .factor category.. value for .. 

the watershed; Othel"\'l,ise, as~gri1he . 

wifu a SOUrce that has It ground water ... 
containinenUactor val_ue greater than o (see 
se~ons 2.2.2, 2.2.3, and 3,1.2.1). · · · 
. u.2:2,1 Texicity/mobilitj/pers_iste~ . . 

~For each ha'zardo~s substance • .assign a · · 
·toxicity factor value-, a mobility' fac:tot value, .. 

.. a persistence factor value, and a ·ccimbined 
toXicity/mobility/persistence factor value as 
specified in sections.4.2.2.2.U through · 
4.2.2.2.1.4, . 

. · 4.2.2.2.1.1 ·ToXicity. Assign a toxicity 
factor value to each hazardous .substance as . 
·specifi_ed in section 2.4.1.1: :·- . ' ·. . · .. 
- •. 2.2.2.1.2 Mobility. Assign a ground -
water mobilitY factor' value to each · · 
hazardous- substance as specified ill section 
3.2.1.2. ' : . 

4.2.2.z.t.3 Persj$t!fflce- AS&ign a s.urface . 
water persistence factqr value to oe!ich " 

ba~rdowi substanCe .as.~peclfied in section 
4.1.2.2.1.2. 

4.2.2.2.1.4. Calcli_lation of toxicity I . 
mobility/pel"!Jistence factor value. First, 

. assign each hazardous substance a toxicity I 
mobility factor value from Table 3-9 (section 
3.2.1.3}, based on the values assigned to the 
hazardous substance for the toxicity and 
mobility factors. Then assign each haZardous 
.substance a toxiCity/mobility/persistence 
'factor value from Table 4-26. based on. the 
.values assigned for the toxicity/mobilitY and 

: ,persistence factors. Use the substance·with 
·.the highest toxicity /mobility/. persistence . 
.factor value for the. watershed to assign the 
, value tojhis factor. Enter this value in Table 
4-2:5.~ ·.· ' .. . . .. 

,: 4.2.2.2.2 Haz.ardous waste quantity. 
·Assign the same factor .value for hazardous 
waste qilantity :for the .watershed as would be . 
assigned for the uppermost aquifer in seCtion 
3.2.2. .Enter this valUe iD Table ~~ . 
: · •.2.2;2.3 · Ccz]ciJlation of dri_nking .water 

• · threat-WD§te characteristic$ factol" category 
valu~. Multiply the toxicity /mobility/ 

. persistence arid hazardous waste quantity 
factor values for the watershed. subject to a 

:maximum product of 1 X to•. Based on this 
.product. assign a value from Table 2-7 
. (section 2.4.3.1) to the drinkillg water. threat
; waste .chaf.a'cteristics factor category for the 
,,w~erShed.Enter th"JS value in Table-4-25. 

4.2.2.3 Drinking. water threot-tatgets. 
'Evahla.~ tile large~ factor category f9r each 
watershed based on three factors: n~arest · . 
~fltke. P<wulation,·and resom:ces. 
'~c06e~ .' .. 



:n.BI.E t.-'26 
TOXlCIPl/MO.BI~lTY/PERSISTENCE FACTOR VALUES8 

I Persistenc~ Factor Value 
Toxicity/Mobility 
~;-actor ValuP I 1.0 'O.f+ n.iH O.D007 

lO.ODO · . Lw.eoo 4~000 . 700 7 
J 

2,000 ·l 2,000. ·. 800 140 1.4 

l 
1.000: .L 1~.ooo 400. ")() D.? 

1 
200 . ~ . 2iOQ I M \t. Q.1t.· 

1 . -
l.OO '1 . lOC 40 ] 0 •. ()7 

~ 
2Q ' 2i} fJ l.~ 0.014 

1 
1-G J 10 -4 .0.7 .e.oo7 

1 
2 j 2 ~.! {) .14 0.001!. 

1 
7 x w-4 1 l 1 0.4 ~.{}7 

J 
1.4 K lo-4 4L2 1 .0.2 0.00 'O.Olt. 

f 
7 K 10-j -O.l t Q.l 0.04 0.007 

3 
Lt.. x Hr~ O.D2 j ~.02 0.0'0.8 0.0014 

~ 
1 x w-4 f K lQ_, O.fil t tL131 0.004 

l 
.8 X. l0-4 L4 x w-t. 1.4 x 1o·i 0.092 • (L001 

~ 
t>.OOl 1 -O.·ODl 4 x 10-:4 7 X 16-S 7 x lo-1 

2 x to-4 
] 
~ ~ x w-4 a .x w-s L-4 x le-5 1.4 1e Io-7 

1 X HF" 
! 
i 1 X 10"4 ·t. x ln-5 '/ X 1'0-6 7 X 10-9 

2 X 10-5 
1 
I 2 x 1o· 5 8 X 10·6 1.4 X 10"6 1.c. x 1o·8 

2 x to-6 
I 

2 x 1o· 6 8 X 10"7 1.4 x w- 7 1.4 x 1o· 9 1 

2 x lo-7 
I 
I 2 x 1o·7 8 x lo-a 1.4 X 10·8 1.4 x lo·t.O 

2 x lo-a · 
I 

2 x 1o·8 8 x lo-9 1.4 x lo-9 1.4 ~ 10 11 I 

2 x lo-'-9 
I 

2 X 10"9 I 8 x 10·10 1.4 X 10·10 1.4 X 10-12 ' 
I 

0 
. t 0 0 0 0 

8 Do not r.ound to nearest integer. 

214 
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For the nearest inta'ke and population 
factors, determine whether the target surface 
water intakes are suhject to actual or 
potential contamination as specified in 
section 4.1.1.2. subject to the restrictions 
specified in sections 4.2.1.3 and 4.2.1.4. 

When the intake is subject to actual 
contami1;1ation, evaluate it using Levell 
concentrations or le1'el n concentrations .. 
Determine ·which level applies for t!te intake 
by comparing the exposure concentrations 
from a sample {or comparable samples} to 
health-based benchmarks as specified in 
section 4.1.2.3, exre'll use only those samples 
from the surface water in-water segment and 
only those .hazardous substances in such 
samples that meet the conditions in sections 
4.2.1.3 and 4.2.1.4. 

4.2.2.3.1 Nearest intake. Assign a value to 
the nearest intake factor as specified in 
section 4.1.2.3.1-with the following 
modification. For themtake being evaluated. 

multiply its dilution weight from Table 4-13 
{section 4.1.2.3.1) by a value selectM from 
Table 4-27. Use the resulting product. not the 
value from Table 4-13, as &e dilution weight 
for the intake for the ground. water to surface 
water component. Do not ro.nd this product 
to the nearest integer. 

Select the value from Table 4-27 based on 
th1! Hgle e. the 11ngle defined by the sources 
at the site and either the two points at the 
intersection of the surface water body and 
the 1-mile distance ring of any two other 
points of the surface water body within the 1-
mile distance ring. whichever results in the 
largest angle. (See Figure 4-3ler tn example 
of how to determine 9.11f the surface water 
body does not extend.lo tlle 1-mile ring at one 
or both ends. -define e using the surface 

·water enripoint(s) w!'thin the.1-mile ring or 
any tw~ other points of the surface water 
body within the t-mile distance ring. 
w!HchP•· •r results in the largest angle. 

TABLE 4-27.-0luJTION WEIGHT 
ADJUSTMENTS 

l
As-

Angle 9 (degrees) signed 
value• 

----~----~~--------~ 

0............................................................................ 0 
Greater than 0 to 18 .......................................... , 0.05 

. Greater than 18 to 54 ...................... -.............. 0.1 
Greater than 54 to 90 .. - ................ :.................. 0.2 
Greater than 90 to 126 ...................... .:............... 0.3 
Greater than 1_26 to 162 .. - .............................. ~ 0.4 
Greater than 162 to 198_................................ 0.5 
Greater than 198 to 234 ... : ....... - ....... ;... ....... -... o.s 
Greater than 234 to 270 ..................... :.............. 0.7 
Grea18r than 270 to 306 .... :: ................. ::........... 0.8 
Greater than 306 to 342 ...................... : ... ;......... 0.9 
Greater than 3C2 to 360.................................... 1.0 

• Do not round to nearest integer. 

81LUHG CODE 6560-50-11 
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Sources---

FIGURE 4·3 
· .SAMPLE DETERMINATION OF GROUND WATER 

TO SURFACE WATER ANGLE 
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1 Mile Ring 
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TABLE 4-2S 
. · TOXICITY/MOBILlTY/PERSISTENCE/BIOACCUMULATION FACTOR VALUES8 

Toxicity/ I 
Mobility/ I lHoaccumulatlon Potential Factor Value 
Persistence 
Factor Value 1 50,000 5,000 500 50 5 o.s 

10,000 1 5 X 108 5 X 107 5 X 106 5 X 105 5 X 104 5,00() 
J 

4,000 1 2 X 108 2 X 107 2 X 106 2 X 105 2 X 104 2,000 
j 

1 X 108 2,000 I 1 X 107 1 X 106 1 X 105 1 X 104 1,000 
t 

107 5 X 106 . 5 X 105 5 X 104 1,000 j 5 X 5,000 500 

800 I 4 X 107 4 X 106 4 X 105 4 X 104 4,000 400 

. • 3. 5 X 105 700 I 3.5 X 107 3.5 X 106 3.5 X 104 3,500 350 
·~ 

2 X 107 106 2 X 105 2 X 104 400 l 2 X 2,000 200 

' 1 X 107 106 1 X 105 1 X 104 200 I 1 X 1,000 100 ' . 140 1 7 X 106 7 X 105 7 x·1o4 7,000 700 . 70 
1 

106 105 5 X 104 100 l 5 X 5 X 5,000 500 50 
1 

80 J 4 X 106 4 X 105 4 X 104 4,000 400 40 
1 

70 J 3. 5 X 106 3.5 X 105 3.5 X 104 3,500 350 35 
1 

40 j 2 X 106 2 X 105 2 X 104 2,000 200 20 
1 

20 j 1 X 106 1 x w 5 1 ~ 104 1,000 100 10 
I 

14 l 7 X 105 7 X 104 7,000 700 70 7 
I 

10 ~ 5 X 105 5 X 104 5,000 500 50 5 
I 

8 1 4 X 105 4 X .104 · 4,000 400 40 4 
I 

7 I 3.5 X 105 3.5 X 10"+ 3,500 l50 35 3.5 
I 

4 l 2 X loS 2 X 104 2,0QO 200 20 2 
I 

2 ., 
l X 105 ·1 X 104 1,000 100 10 1 

I 
1.4 f 7 X 104 7,000 700 70 1 0.7 

1 
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. TABLE 4~2'8 (Continued} . · '"'• .'· . : 
. ': 

.· Toxidtyf · 
.. I 

Pot~nci'ai 'i~cto~' Vafue :. 
Mobility/c.· I · ]Uoaccumulation 
Pe:bfistellce · 

< : ~ ·: _:.- ; :-.·.-., . . 

· ··• Factor .v4x~e I 50;000' 5,000. 500 

I 
. ·:,;: :'.:. 

··-· !,..._ --~·.:.- -"""-~ 

.1.0 ·-·. ., I 5 X 104 5,000 500 -~o 5 0.5 

I 
' 

0.8 4 X :104 4,000 400 40. :4 0;-+ 
:I . 4 0.7 I 3.5 .X 10 • 3,500 350 35 : 3.5 C'.35 
I 

104 . 0.4 I 2 X 2,000 . '200 20 2 0.2 
I 

104 0.2 I 1 X 1,000 100 10 1 0.1 
I 

0.14 I 7,000 700 70 7 0. 7 0.07 
l 

.. O •. L I 5,000 500 50 5 0 .. 5 0.05 
'" I 

0.08 I . 4,000 400 40 4 0.4 0.04 
1 

0.07 I 3,500 350 35 3 c; 0.3~ o .tn5 
·.·: I 

0.04' ., '1,000 200 20 2 0.~ 0.02 
.. 

0.02 I· 1,000 100 10 1 0 o.o1· 

0.014 I 700 70 7 0.7 : '0~07 0.007 
i 

0.01 l 500 50 5 0.5 0.05 0.005 

0.008 400 40 4 0.4 . 0.04 0.004 
c . 

0.007 350 ·35 3.5 0.35 •. 0.035 0.0035 
I 

0..004 1 200 ,20 2 0.2 ·0.02 0.002 
.. .• I ' 

. 0.002 
'.':. I 100 '1.0 1 . 0.1 . 0.01 J ·•Ol .. 

I . . .. 
. 0.0014 I 70 7 0.7 . 0_.07 · .. 0.()07 7··x·10 4 . 

...• ·-·'.>I; 

0~001 I 50 s- 0.5 o.os 0.005. s x·1o-4 

10-4 
I ·. 

1o·4 8 X I . 4~): 4 0.4 0.04 . 0.004 4 X 

1 .x to·4. 
I . . 

lo-4 ·. 
.· 

; I 3~ 3·.s 0.35 0.035 0.003S .3.5 X : 

I o"':• 
I ~_,-

4 X 1o·4 20 2 0.2 ..:. '0.002- · ---2-x:-1-0·4 . · 

:·""' . 
. - . . 

.. 223 



Federal-Register I Vol. ·ss, No. 241 I Friday, December 14, 1990 I Rules and Regulations . 51635 

TABLE 4-28 (Continued) 

.Toxicity/ 
Mobili~y/ Bioaccumulation Potential Factor Value 
Persistence 
Factor Value 50,000 5,000 500 50 5 0.5 

2 x10-4 I 10 1 0.1 0.01 0.001 1 x 10-4 

1.4 X 10-4 
I 
I 7 0.7 0.07 0.007 1 x lo- 4 1 x 10· 5 

1 x 10:-4 
I 
I .· 5 0.5 0-.05 0.005 s ~ lo-4 5 X 10· 5 

· 8 x lo-5 
I 

4 x 1o-4 4 X 10·5 I 4 0.4 0.04 0.004 

1 x lo-5 
I 

·I 3.5 0.35 0.035 0.0035 3.5 X 10·4 3.5 x 1o·5 

. 4 ~ 1o-5 
I 

2 x 1o-4 2 X 10- 5 I 2 0.2 0.02 0.002 

2 X 10-5 
I 
I '1 0.1 0.01 0.001 1 x 1o-4 1 X 10-5 

1.4 X 10~ 5 
I 

1 x lo- 4 7 X 10- 5 7 x lo- 6 l 0.7 0.07 0.007 

s x- 1o-6 
'I 

4 x 1o-4 4 x 1o-5 4 X 10-6 1- 0.4 0.04 0~004 

7 x· 10-6 
I 

3.5 x 1o-4 3.5 x lo-5 3.5 x 1o-6 I 0.35 0.035 0.0035 

2 x 1o- 6 
I 

1 x 1o-4 1 X 1o"- 5 1 x 1o-6 I 0,1 0.01 0.001 

1.4 x 10-6 
I 

7 X 10-4 1 x 1o- 5 7 X 10- 6 7 X 10-7 I 0.07 0.007 

s x lo-7 
I 
I 0.04 ( 1 .004 4 X 10-4 4 X 10-5 4 x to-6 4 x lo-7 

1 x 1o-7 -
I 

3.5 X 10-4 3.5 x 1o- 5 3.5 ~ 1o- 6 3.5 x lo-7 I 0.035 0.0035 7 

2 x to- 7 
I 
I 0.01 0.001 1 X 10-4 1 x 1o-5 ·1 X 10-6 1 X 10- 7 . 

1.4·x 10·7 
I 

1 x to- 4 1 x tc-5 7 X 10~ 6 1 x lo- 7 1 x lo-8 I 0.007 
·I 

· 4 x··l0- 4 4 x io-5 . 4 x 1o~7 4 x 1o-8 s x io-8 I. o.oo4 4 x 16-6. 

1 x 1o-8 
I 

3.5 x 1o- 4 3.5 X 10-5 3.5 X 10-6 3.5 X 10- 7 ~.5 X 10~8 I 0.0035 

2 x 1o-8 
I 
I . 0.001 1 X 10-4 1 X 10-~ 1 X 10-6 1 x lo- 7 1 X 10-8 

1.4 x 1o-8 
I 
I 1 x 1o-4_ 7 X 10-S 1 x 1o-6 1 x to- 7 1 x 1o-8 7 X 10-9 
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TABLE 4-28 (Concluded) 

Toxicity/ 
Mobility/ Bioaccumulation Petentia.l F:actor Value 
.Persistence 
Factor Value 50,000 5,000 500 50 5 

8 X 10·9 l 4 X to-4 4 X to-5 4 X 10-6 4 X 10-7 4 X 10-8 

10-9 
! 

1o·4 2 X i 1 X. 1 X 10-s 1 X 1o·6 l·x to- 7 · 1 X 10-8 

10-9 
t 

x lo-s 1.4 X l 1 7 X to-6 7 X 10-7 7 X 1o·8 1 x to·9 

10-10 
I 

10-S to-6 X 10.•7 1o·8 10-9 8 X t 4 X 4 X 4 4 X 4 X 

r 
1.4 X 10 -10 r 7 x 1o·6 1 x to- 7 7 x to·8 'I xlO_g; 7 X 10-10 

1o·11 
! 

10"7 1.4 X l 7 X ' 7 X 

t 
1.4 x 10-12 t 7 x 1o·8 . ·7 X 

t 
I 

o. i 0 

8Do not round ·t~, nearest integE·r .. 

IIII.:UNG ~ 6510-M-C 

........ r: 

0 

10"8 to- 9 10-to 10-11 7 X - X 7 X ' 

10~~ 7 X to·lC 7x 1o·ll ]. X 10.:12 

0 0 0 

0.5 

4 X 10-9 

1 X w-9 

1 X to·lO 

4 X 10-10 

4 X 10-11 

7 X to·l2 

7 x to-u 

0 
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4.2..2.3.2 Population. Evaluate the 
population factor for the watershed based on 
three ladora: Levell concentrations, Level n 
concentrations, and potential mntamination. 
Determine which factor applies to an intake 
as specified in sectiou. 4.2.2.3. Determine the 
populatioa to be counted for that intake as 
specified in section 4.1.2.3.2. using the target 
distance limits in section UL4 and the 
hazardous substance migration path in 
section 4.2.1.2. · 

4.2.2.3.2.1 Levell COflcentrations. Assign a 
value to this factor aa sPecified in section 
4.t.2.3.U. . . 

4.2.2.3.2.2 Level 0 coacelflrations. ·Assign 
a value to this factor as specified·m seCtion 
4.1.2.3.2.3. . . . 

4.%.2.3.2.3 Potential ctmlamiliation.; For 
each applicable type-of IW'fac:e water body in 
Taele4-14. detenaine·fhe dilution-weighted 
population value aa specified ill section 
4.LZ.3,2.4. Select the appropriate dilutioa 
weight adjustment value from Table 4-27 as 
specified in sectioa4.2.2.3.1. 

Calculate the value for the potential 
contamination factor {PC} for the watershed 
as follows: 

A n 
PC=- l: W, 

10 i=t 

where: , 
A=Dilution weight adjustment value from 

Table4-27. · • 
Wa=Dilution-weighted populatioa from Table 

4-14 for aurface water body type L 
n=Number of different RJface water body 

~'Pel in the watenhed. . 
If PC is less than 1, do not 1'0\Uld it to the 

nearest integer; if PC fat or more.l'01Hld to 
the nearest integer. Enter the value in Table 
4-25. 

4.!.2.3.2.4 Calcolation of population factor 
val~re. Sam the factor values for Levell 
concentrations, Level n CODCentrations. and 
potential con~tion. Do not round this 

sam to the nearest integer. Assign this sum as 
the population factor value for the watershed. 
Enter this value in Table 4-25. 

4.2.2.3.3 :·Resources. Assign a value to the 
resources factor as specified in section 
4.1.2.3.3. • 

4.2.2.3.4 Calculation of drinking water 
threat-ltlrgets {uctor category valtie. Sum the 
neateSt intake, population. and resources 
factor niues for'the watershed. Do not round 
this sum to the nearest integer. Assign this 
suni as the drinking water threat-targets 
fattw category value for the watershed: Enter 
this vatue m Table 4-25. 

4.2.2.4 Colculaiion of driDlcing water 
threat score for a watershed. Multiply the 
drinking water .threat factor category values 
for Jiketihood of release, waste 
characteristics, and target. for the watershed. 

. and round the l'J'C)duct to the nearest integer. 
Then~vide by 82,509. Assign1hei'eSultillg 
value. subject to a maximum of 100, as .the 
dririking water threat score for the 
watershed. Enter this score in Table 4-25. 

4.2.3 HUI1111n food cbain threat Evaluate 
the btuDan food chain threat for a-watershed 
based on three factor categories: likelihood of 
releUe. waste characteristics. 8Dd taJiets. 

4.2.3.1 HU111an food chaio. threot
likelihood of release. Assign the. same 
likelihood of release factor category value for 
the human food chain. threat for the 
watershed as woaJd be assigned in section 
4.2.2.1.3 for the clrioking water threat. Enter 
this value in Table 4-25. 

4.2.3.% Human food chain tbre4t-waste 
charoctsri8tics. Evaluate tbe waste 
characteristics factor category for each 
watershed based on two factors: toxicity/ 
mobility/persistence/bioaccumlllation and 
hazardous waste quantity. 

4.2.3.2.1 Toxicity/mobility/persjstencel 
bioaccumulation..Evaluate aU those 
hazardous substaDces eligible to be 
evaluated for toxicity/mobility/persistence in 
the drinking water threat fot the watershed 
(see section 4.2.2.2.1). 

4.2.3.2.1.1 Toxicity. Assign a toxicity 
factor value to each bazardous substance as 
specified in sectioa 2.4.1·1. 

4.2.3;2.1.2 ·Mobility. Assign a ground 
water mobility factor value to each 
hazardous substance as specified for the 
drinking water threat {see section 4.2.2.~.1.2). 

4.2.3.2.1.3 Persistence. Assign a surface 
water persistence factor value to each . 
hazardous substam:e as specified for the 
drinking water threat (see section 4.2.2.2.L3). 
except use the predominant "Water category 
(that is, lakes: or rivers. oceans, coastal tidal 
waters, or Great Lakes} between the probable 
point of entry and the nearest fishery (not the 
nearest drinking water or resources intake) 
along the hazardous substance migration 
path for the watershed to determine which 
portion ofTahle 4-10 to use. Determine the 
predominant water category based on 
distance as specified in section 4.1.2.2.1.2. 

4.2.3.2.L4 Bioaccumulation potential· 
Assign a bioaccumulation potenti.t factor 
value to each hazardous substance as 
specified in section 4.1.3.2.1.3. 

4.2 3 2 1 s Calcukztion of toxicity/ 
mobility/persisteace/ bioaccumulation 
factor value. Assign each hazardous 
substance a toxicity/mobility factor value 
from Tab~ H (aection 3.2.1.3). based on the 
values assiped to the hazardous substance 
for the toxicity and mobility factors. Then 
assign each hazardous subs1ance a toxicity I 
mobility/persistence factor value from Table 
4-26. based on the values assigned for the 
toxicity/mobility and persistence factors. 
Thenusign each hazardous substance a 
toxicity/mobility/persistence/ 
bioaccumulation factor value from Table 
4-28. Uie the aubstance with the highest 
toxicity /mobility /persistence/ 
bioaccnmlllation factor value for the 
watershed to assign the value to this factor 
for the watershed. Enter this value in Table 
4-25. 

8ILUIIG CODE 1560-SD-11 
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4.2.3.2.2 Hazardous waste quantity. 4.2.3.3.2.2 .Level II C()ilcentrotions. Assign those hazardous substances eligible to be 
Assign the same factor value for hazardous a value to this factor as specified in section evaluated for toxicity/mobility/persistence in 
waste quantity for the watershed as would be 4.1.3.3.2.2. Enter this value in Table 4-25. the drinking water threat for the watershed 
assigned in section 4.2.2.2.2 for the drinking 4.2.3.3.2.3 Potential human food chain (see section 4.2.2.2.1). 
water threat. Enter this value in Table 4-25. contamination. Assign a value to this factor 4.2.4.2.1.1 Ecosystem toxicity. Assign an 

. 4.2.3.2.3 Calculation of human food chain . as specified in section 4.1.3.3.2.3 with the ecosystem toxicity factor value to· each 
threat-waste charai:teristicsfa~torC()tegory following modification. For each fishery being · haiardous substance as specified in section 
value. For the hazardous substance selected evaluated. multiply the appropriate dilution 4.1.4.2.1.1. 
for the.watershed in section 4.2.3.2.1.5, use its weight for tha~ fish~ry from-Table4-13 by. the 4.2.4.2.1.2 . Mobility. Assign a ground 
toxicity/mobility/ perSistence factor value adjustment value selected from Table 4-27, water mobility factor value to· each 
and bioaccumulation potential factor value as specified in section 4~.1. Use the hazardous substance as specified in section 
as follows to assign a value to the waste resulting product. not the vlllue from Table 4.2.2.2.1.2 for the drinking w~ter threat. 

• characteristics factor category. Fiist, multiply 4-13. a.s the dilution weight.for the fishery. Do 4.2.4.2.1.3 Persistence. Assign a surface 
the toxicity/mobility/persistenCe factor value not round this-product to the nearest integer. 
and the hazardous waste quantity factor Enter the value assigned in Table 4-25. water persistence factor value to each 

• value for the waterihed. subject to a- · 4.2.3.3.2.4 Calculation ofpopulationfactor hazardous substance as specified in section 
maiiin'\lm pi'oduct o~1.)qo•;T)len multiply value. Sum the factor values for Levell 4.2.2.2.1.3 for the drinking water threat. 
this product by the bioaccumtilation potential concentiiilions. Level n· concentrations. and except use the predominant water category 
factor value for tbii haZardous substance, potential human food chain cOOntamination (that is, lakes; or rivers; oceans, coastal tidal 
subject to a maximum product of·1 x1ott. for the watershed. Do not round this sum to · waters. or Great Lakes) between the probable 
Based on this second product. assign inalue the nearest ii:lteger~ As~ this sum as the point of entry and the ne~rest sensitive 
frOm Table 2-7 (section ~4~3.1)10·the hui!J.an population factor value.forlhe·waterslred. enVironment (not the nearest ibiilking water 
food chain threat-waste chatai::teriStics factor Enter this value in Table 4-25.- . . . . or resources intake) along the hazardous . 
category for the watershed. Eriter this value 4.2.3.3.3 Calculation of Jiudlail food chain lubstimce migration path· for the watershed 
in Table 4-25. . · . · - threaHargets factor category vrjluli. Sum the to determine which portion of Table 4-10 to 

4.2.3.3 ·. Human food chain threat-targetS. . · food chain individual • and pj)pulation factor. · U8e. Determine the predominant water · 
E l t ... ,. . ......... t f ct f th t hed: values for 1he watershed. Do not round this ca. t;;.,.;ry based. on distance as .specified in , va ~ thwO -a~ a. ors or e wa ers . . suni t. o the nearest integ·· ·er. As.;..,. thiuum a8 -..-

. ·food i:haiil individual and population. -..,.... . seetion 4;1:2.2.1.2. . . . . . 
· Fot botlrfactol'S; determiile whether the· · · the kuman food chain thi'eat"tallJets fa~r.:: · . 4.2.4.2.1.4 .Eaosystem bioaccumulation 

· •""-et fish. eries are subjei:t to Level I · category valUe for the watershed. Enter this · JJ9teritlai. Assign an ecosystem 
-a value in Table 4-25. · . · · altt val 
concentrations. Level n c:Qnceiltrations. or , :4.z,s . .( Caleulation o~·humon· ~ood chOin bioaccumulation potenti .actor ue to 
potential human food Cb.;lin-contamimi'tion. ~ 1' · each hazardoU. substance as specified in 
Determm. e -hi-L applie·s1o each fishery 'or threat score fOr Q watershed Multiply the a&..O: "·t' 4 "1.3 

" <.iB 1. human food chain threat factor category ........ on ... · ..... · · 
pc)~on of .!1 fishery) as speclfi~ in sectiori . values for likelihood of release. waste ... _ . 4.2.4.2.1.5 ... Cal~tion of ecosys(em 
4.1~-~bject to the restriction!! specified in chamcteristicS; and targetS fOr-the watershed.. toxicity/iruibility/persist.ence/ : ... 

. . sections 4".2.1.3 and 4.2.1.4.. / . . -and round the-product to 'the nearest integer~ bioaccumulation factor ~ah.Je .. Assign ~ach -
~•.2.3.3.1 . FOod elwin individual •. Assign a- Then .divide. by 82,500; Assign the resulting . · . hazardous substance an ecosystem toxicity I 

· ·. vilue tO the foOd chain individual factor as v&lue. subject to a maXimUm of .100. as -the.· mobility factor value from Table 3-9 (section 
specifii!cf in &e!:rtion -4.Ct3.1 With the · human food chain threat score for the -· 3.2.i.3), based on the values assigned k! the 
followiDg•mOdification. When a dilutiOn watmhed Enter thisscore in Table 4-25. .· -haZardou substance for the.ecosystem 
weight is used. mtiltiply the apPropriate 4.2.4 EnvironmenlDI threat Evaluate the ·toxicity and mobility factor& Then assign 
dilution weight from Table 4-13"by the . enVironmental threat for the-watershed based · each hazardous substance an ecosystem 
ac§U.tment value sel~ted from Table 4-27, ·on three factor categories: likelihood_ of toXicity/mobility/persistence factor value 
as specified in section 4.2.2.3.L U~e ~e . . , . . release. waste characteristics. and targets. Irom Table 4-29, tiased em the values 
resultfug product. not the valuetrom Table·· . 4.2.4.1 · Environmental tiireat•Jikelihoad of assigned for .the ecosystem toxicity/mobility 
~13, as the dilution weight in assigning the · Te.lease. Assign the.aaine likelihoOd of release . . and persistence factors: Then11ssign each .. 
'factor value. Do not round this. Product to the . Jactl)r category value for the ~ental hazardous aubstance an ecosyatem toxicity I 
nearest integer. Enter the value· assigned in. • · . threat for the watenhed as would tie mObility /pemstence'/bioaccumulation factor 
Table 4-25. · · tissip_ed in. section 4.2.2.1.3 for the drinking value from Table 4-30. based on the values 
.•. 4.2.3.3,:2 Population: Evaluate the' ; water thi'eat.Enter tru. .value in Table 4-25. ,. psign~ for the ecosystem toxicity /mobility I 
popUlation factor for the watersb,ed based on 4~4;2. Envirimniental threa.t~wtiste · . persiiJ.tence and ecOsystem bioaecum¥lation 
three factors: Level I conceniranona, Level n · chimictdistics. Evaluate the waste tial. · 1 th bs with 
concentrations. and ·potential human fOod Characiterilitics. factor eat.....iry" tor eaCh poten . . factors. Se ect• e su tance· 

-o- the highest ecosystem toxicity/mobility/ 
chain contamination. Determine which of watershed based on two factors: ecotiyatem · , Persistence/bioaccumulation factor valu~ for 
these factors is to be applied to each fishery toxicity /mobility /persistena!/ . . . . . the watershed and use it to .ssign the vtiue 
.as specified in section 4.2.3.3. bioaccumulation and hazardOus waste .to this factor.for the watershed. Enter this 

U3.3.Z.1 Levell C()ncentrations. Assign a . quantity. · · 
value to this factor as sPecified in section . 4.2.4.2.1 Ecosy8tem'toJdcity/mobility/ ~ value· in Table-4-25. 
4.1.3.3.2.1. Enter this value in Table 4-'-25. persistence!bioaccu11UJ/ation. Evaluate all 
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TABLE 4-29 . 
ECOSYSTEM TOXICITY/MOBILITY/PERSISTENcE F~OR VALUES6 

Ecosystem I Persistence Factor Value 
Toxicity/Mobility·. 
Factor Value I 1.0 0.4. 0.07 0.0007 

10,000 I 10,000 4,000 700 7 
t 

2,000 I 2,000 800 140 1.4 
I 

1,000 I 1,000 400 70 0.7 
f 

200 I 200 80 14 0.14 
l 

100 j 100 40 7 0.07 
I 

20 t 20 8 1.4 0.014 
f 

10 I 10 4 0.7 0.007 
t 

2 I 2 0.8 0.14 0.0014 
J 

1 x 1o·4 1 I 1 0.4 0.07 
I 

1.4 x 1o·4 0.2 I 0.2 0.08 0.014 
I 

7 X 10" 5 0.1 I 0.1 0.04 0.007 
1 

1.4 ~ 1o·5 0.02 I 0.02 0.008 0.0014 
I 

7 X 10·4 7 X 10" 6 0.01 I 0.01 0.004 
I 

8 x 1o·4 1.4 x 1o-4 1.4 X 10·6 0.002 I 0.002 
I 

. 4 x 1o·4 1 x lo-5 1 x 1o·7 0.001 I 0.001 

2 X 10·4 I 
2 }; 10' 4 8 x 1o·5 1.4 X 10-5 1.4 x 1o·7 I 

1 X 10·4 
I 
I 1 X 10"4 4 X 10·5 7 x io-6 7 x 10·8 

2 X 10·5 
I 
I 2 x lo-5 s x 1o·6 1.4 X 10·6 1.4 X 10·8 

2 X 10·6 
I 

2 X 10·6 I 8 x lo-7 1.4 x 1o-7 1.4 x 1o-9 

2 X 10·7 
I 
I 2 x 1o-1 8 x lo-s 1.4 X 10·8 1.4 x 1o-1o 

2 X 10·8 I 
2 ~ 10-8 8 X 10·9 1.4 x 1o·9 1.4 X 10"11 I 

2 x to-9 
I 

2 x lo-9 8 x 1o-10 1.4 x 1o-10 1.4 x 1o·l2 I 
I 

0 I 0 0 0 0 

6 Do not round to nearest integer. 

231 
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. . TABLE ·4-30 
· · ECOSYsn:~ · TOXICil'Y/MGBILirYJPE!t.S!sTi:NtE/iioAcclJMui.AnoN -FACTOR v.AI.i.JES8, .. 

. . . . . . . ~: . . . . ' . . .. . 

Ecosystem r· . - .. , . .. . i' -

Yrox~clty/ :·f. ··'-: .c: : ....... ·Ecosystem,;Bioacc\Uilulation Potentiai~: ~actor. Value 
·Mobility I ' I · - · · ·: · . ' '- . · : · 

· _'Pers· 1" st· ence :.1 : ~- '_ · :_ ' . · · ·. . . . -• ... 
- - - . ~ ·. ·.--..... --- ..... : ~-:-:-:.:. 

. 'ract.C?.r va:~~-C\! I . . ~Q,;·o_oo 5 ,OQO. 500 so . I . - -~- . . . - ,,. ~· 

10·~ 000 ,.:l . 5 X ·108 5 X 105 

5 . 0.5 

5 X 1,.04· 5 ,·000 

.• 4:ooo: :1. '2. x 108 . 
'I' 

2 x ··u)6 ·2 X 105 . 2 X 104 2,000 

. ::: • ·1 , . : : ::: 
1 X 105 . 1 X 10ft 1, 000 

.:. 

5 X 10' 
I 
I 4.x 107 800 

.. I 
:I 3.5 x 107 -- 3.5 x106 .700 3. 5 x lOS . 3. 5 x 104 . · .. 

:I :·I ?2 x- 107, · ·.· 2 x;)~.r 

; I 1 X 107 .··. -- /x 1-66-:1 ·./ .. 
··t4o. · ·l ... -1 :xrio"' · 1 ; J()~ 

. 400-

200 . 

2 X 105 . 

· 1 * io4 
.: 1,000_ 

' ~ . '1 : .. - ' . . 6 
.. WO e: · ; • f ·· .·. ~ X :19 5 X 104 . · s.o:oo·· 

80 . ;. . 1 . ... 4 x ·:ro6. . 4 x 10~ . . .,(;- 1olt · 4,000 
•.·.· t. -,·· ... ·.. . . . . ?/ . 

10· · . _::I·' ·3~5. ·x 106 · 3.5 x -~o~ :· .. ~~5- x 104 · _. 3,spo 

· 4•• .. I .2 x 106 2:..x lOs··-~ 2 x 104 . : . 2,00~ 
'.·1 . ·1- · .l·x 106 20 ':+·-·· ·• .. : .· · ·r : 1 x: tos 

.10 ·:I .. ·--~>.:x-105 .. : ·· ··5 x 1{)4· 
• >I ;. -:· ···. ~- . - .. - . 

.. 1l . _: I .. ' ·4 X 105 . 
·.. : -'. J • .. · - ... · ·. ~--

] · : A 3.5 x. -los· : : 3.5 x :lo-4 
' : .· . . -.. .l : .. · ... ,- . .-, .. ' : 

4 ·1 ·. 2 x io5 

L · [, );105 
. - 1.4· ·• . l . >~i ~- i.o~ 

: . . , .. 

.. -4- -
1 )t lQ .. · 

7.~00 

·. .•. 4 ·. , .· 
1 ·X 10 · · 1, 000 

•..; .. ··. 

. 7-,000 700 

5,'00'0 . soo. 

4,000 _400 

,J,SOO 

.2,000 . 200 

1,000 100 

'700 ' .. 70 

··. ~- ~ ;.. ·. .;,- --- -·- ·. - 232 
'. . .. ,,,. :_ . 

~ . . . .. . ... -. 

. j-

5,000 

4,000 

3,500. 

2,000 

70Q 

500 

400 

350 

200 

100 
. ... 
. 70 

. .. 50 

35 

20 

lQ 

7 

500 

. 400 

. '350-

200 

100· 

70" 
. . -~· .. 

·so-

:40 

.. • 20 
.c 

16 .. 

·-·~ -1 

. ~ -~. . "' 1 • • 

4 

·. ·.· 3~!» 

- . 2 

- 1 

()·. 7 

... ·;.. ·-·.:' 

.,. ·.., ; 

-· 

.·. 

.... 
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TABLE 4-30 (Continued} 

Ecosystem 
Toxicity/ Esosystem Bioaccumulation Potential Factor Value 
~obility/ 
Persistence 
Factor Val~el 50,000 5,000 500 50 5 0.5 

LO I 5x 104 5,000 500 50 5 0.5 
I 

4 X 104 . 0.8- I 4,000 400 40 4 '0.4 
I 

3.5 X 104 0.7 I 3,500 350 35 3.5 0.35 
I 

2 X 104 0.4 l 2,000 200 20 2 0.2 
I 

1·x.104 0.2 I 1,000 100 10 .1 0.1 

0.14 ·I 7,000 700 70. 7 0.7 0.07 
I 

0.1 I 5,000 500 50 5 0.5 0.05 
I 

0.08 I 4,000 400 40 4 0.4 0.04 
I 

0.07 I 3;500 ·350 . 35 3.5 0.35 0.035-
I 

. 0.04 I 2,000 2'00 20 2 .. 0.2 0.02 
I 

0.02 I 1,000 100 10 1 .. 0.1 0.01 
I 

0.014 I 700 70 7 0.7 0.07 0.007 
I 

0.01 I 500 50 5 0.5 0.05 0.005 
I 

0.008 I 400 40 4 0.4 0.04 0.004. 

I 
0.007 I 350 35 3.5 0.35 0.035 0.0035 

I 
0.004 I 200 20 2 0.2 . 0.02 0.002 

I 
0;002. I 100 10 . '1 . o.r· 0.01 0.001' 

.I 
._ 

0.0014 I ?0 7 0.7 . 0.07 0.007 1 .x l.o-4 · 
I 

s x to-:4 0.001 I 50 5 0.5 0.05 0.005 ' 

8 x to-4 
I 

4 x 1o·4 · I 40 4 0.4 0.04 0.004 

1 x 1o-4 
I 

3.5 X 10'4 I 35 3.5 0.35 0.035 0.0035 

4 x to-4 
I .•....... 4 . 

I 20 2 0.2 0.02 0.002 2 x to· . 

.!33 
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TABLE 4-30 (Continued) 

Ecosystem 
. Toxicity/ Ecosystem Sioaccumulation Potential Factor Value 

Mobility/ 
Persistence 
Factor Value 50,000 5,000 500 50 5 0.5 

2 X 10-4 I 10 1 0.1 0.01 0.001 1 X 10-4 

I 
1.4 X lo-4 I 7 0.7 0.07 0.007 7 X 10-4 1 X 1o- 5 

l 
1 x lo- 4 I 5 0.5 0.05 0.005 5 X 1o-4 5 X 10-~ 

I 
. 8 X lo-5 I 4 0 4 0.04 0.004 4 X 1o- 4 4 X lo- 5 

10-5 
.I 

10-4 1o- 5 7 X I 3.5 0.35 0.035 0.0035 3.5 X 3.5 X 

I 
4 X 10-5 I '2 0.2 0.02 0.002 2 X 10-4 2 x 1o- 5 

I 
2 X 10-5 I 1 0.1 0.01 0.001 1 X 10-4 1 X 19- 5 

I 
1.4x 10-5 I 0. 7 0.07 0.007 7 )i 10-4. 1 X lo-5 7 X 10-6 

8 >: lo- 6 
I 
I 0.4 0.04 @.004 4 X 16- 4 4 x· 10- 5 4 X lo- 6 

7 X 1o-6 
I 
I . 0. 35 0.035 0.0035 3.5 X lo- 4 3.5 X 1o- 5 3 5 X lo- 6 

2 X 10-6 
1 
I 0.1 0.01 0.001 1 Y. lo- 4 1 X lJ-5 1 X 10-6 

10-6 
l 

1.4x I 0.07 0.007 7 )i 10-4 1 X 10-5 7 X lo-6 7 X 10-7 

I 
8 X lo- 7 I '0.04 0. 004 4 )( lo- 4 4 X 10-5 4 X lo- 6 4 X w-7 

7 >: 10-7 
l 
I 0.-035 0.0035 3.5 X w-4 3.5 X 10-5 3.5 X lo-6 3 5 X 10-7 

l 
2 X lo- 7 I 0.01 f.J oo-: 1 x lo- 4 1 X lo- 5 X 10-6 1 x lo- 7 

1 4 >:. lo-7 
I 
1 0.007 7 X ·lo-4 7 X 10-5 1 X 10-6 7 X 10-7 7 ~ 1()-8 

8 X 10-8 
I 
I 0.004 4 X 10~4 4 X 10-5 4 X 10-6 4 X 10-7 4 X lo- 8 

7 X 10-8 
I 
I 0.0035 3.5 )( 10-4. 3.5 X 10-5 3.5 )( 10-6 3.5 X 1-o-7 3.5 X 1'0- 8 

10-s 
I 

2 X I 0.001 1 >: 10~4 1 X lo- 5 1 X ro-6 1 X w-7 1 X 10- 8 

1.4 X 1o-8 
I 
I 1 x lo-4 7 X 10-5 I x 1o-6 i X 10-7 I X 10-8 7 X w-9 
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TABLE -4-30 (Concluded) . 

Ecosystem .1-
Toxicity/ I Ecosystem Bioaccumulation fot:ent:ial Factor Value 
Mobility/ I 
Persistence 
Factor Value 50.000 5,000 500 50 5 0.5 

8 X 10· 9 4 x lo-4 4 X 10-5 1a x to-6 4 X 10-J 4 X lo-8 4 X w-9 

2 x lo-9 1 x lo-4 1 X lo-s 1 x to-6 1 x 1o·7 1 X 1o-a 1 X 10-9 

1.4 x lo-9 .7 x 10-s 7 X 1o·6 1 x to-7 7 X 10-8 7 x lo-9 7 -x 1o· 10 

8 X 10-10 4 x 1o-s 4 )-~ 1o·6 4 x to· 7 4 x 1o-8 4 X 10-9 4 X Io·lO 

1.4 X 10-10 7 x 1o·6 7 x w- 7 7 X 1o·8 7 X 10-9 7 x ro· 10 4 X 10- 11 

1 q Y. 10-11 . 7 X 10-7 ] X 10-8 · 7 X lo-9 7 X Io-IO 7 x w-11 7 X 10-12 

1 4 X 10-12 7 X 10·8 7 X to· 9 7 X lo-lO 7 X 10·ll 7 x 1o·12 7 X 10-13 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

2 Do not round to neares~ integer.· 

£1WNG COO£ M60-SO-C 
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4.2.4.2.2 Hazardous waste quantity. 
Assign the same factor value for hazardous 
waste quantity for the watershed as would be 
assigned in section 4.2.2.2.2 for the drinking 
water threat. Enter this value in Table 4-25. 

4.2.4.2.3 Calculation of environmental 
threat-waste characteristics factor category 
value. For the hazardous substance selected 
for the watershed in section 4.2.4.2.1.5, use its 
ecosystem toxicity /mobility /persistence 
factor value and ecosystem bioaccumulation 
potential factor value as follows to assign a 
value to the waste characteristics factor 
category. First. multiply the ecosystem 
toxicity/mobility/persistence factor value 
and the hazardous waste quantity factor 
value for the watershed. subject to a 
maximu~ product of 1 X 101• Then multiply 
this product by the ecosystem 
bioaccumulation potential factor value for 
this hazardous substance, subject to a 
maximum product of1X1012• Based on this 
product. assign a value from Table 2-7 
(section 2.4.3.1} to the environmental threat
waste characteristics category for the 
watershed. Enter the value in Table.4-25. 

4.2.4.3 Environmental threat-targets; 
Evaluate the environmental threat-targets 
factor category for a watershed using one 
factor: sensitive environments. 

4.2.4.3.1 Sensitive environments. Evaluate 
sensitive environments for the watershed 
based on three factors: Level I 
concentrations, Level n concentrations, and 
potential contamination. Determine which ' 
applies to each sensitive environment· as · 
specified in section 4.1.4.3.1, except: use only 
those samples from· the surface water in
water segment and only those hazardous 
substances in such samples that meet the 
conditions in sections 4.2.1.3 and 4.2.1.4. 

4.2.4.3.1.1 Level I concentrations. Assign a 
value to this factor as specified in section 
4.1.4.3.1.1. Enter this value in Table 4-25. 

4.2.4.3.1.2 Level II concentrations. Assign 
a value to this factor as specified in section 
4.1.4.3.1.2. Enter this value in Table 4-25. 

4.2.4.3.1.3 Potential contamination. Assign 
a value to this factor as specified in section 

4.1.4.3.1.3 with the following modification. 
Multiply the appropriate dilution weight from 
Table 4-13 for the sensitive environments in 
each type of,surface water body by the 
adjustment value selected from Table 4-27, 
as specified in section-4.2.2.3.1. Use the 
resulting product. not the value from Table 
4-13, as the dilution weight for the sensitive 
environments in that type of surface water 
body. Do not round this product to the 
nearest integer. Enter the value assigned in 
Table4-25. 

4.2.4.3.1.4 Calculation of environmental 
threat~targets-factor ciJtegory value. Sum the 
value& for Level I concentrations, Level n 
concentrations, and potential contamination 
for the watershed. Do not round this sum to 
the nearest integer~ Assign this sum as the 
environmental threat targets factor category 
value for the watershed. Enter this value in 
Table 4-25. 

4.2.4.4 Calculation of environmental 
threat score for a watershed. Multiply the 
environmental threat factor category values 
for likelihood of release, waste 
Characteristics, and targets for the watershed. 
and round the product to the nearest integer. 
Then divide by 82,500. Assign the resulting 
value, subject to a maximum of 60, as the 
environmental threat score for the watershed. 
Enter this score in Table 4-25. 

4.2.5 Calculation of ground water to 
surface water migration component score for 
a watershed. Sum the scores for the three 
threats for the watershed (that is, drinking 
water, human food chain, and environmental 
threats). Assign the resulting score, subject to 
a maximum value of 100, as the ground water 
to surface water migration component score 
for the watershed. Enter this score in Table 
4-25. 

4.2.6 Calculation of ground water to 
surface water migration component score. 
Select the highest ground water to surface 
water migration component score from the 
watersheds evaluated. Assign this score as 
the ground water to surface water migration 
component score for the site, subject to a 

maximum score of 100. Enter this score in 
Table4-25. 

4.3 Calculation of surface water 
migration pathway score. Determine the 
surface water migration pathway score as 
follows: 

• If only one of the two surface water 
migration components (overland/flood or 
ground water to surface water) is scored. 
assign the score of that component as the 
surface water migration pathway score. 

• If both components are scored. select the 
higher of the two component scores from 
sections 4.1.6 and 4.2.6. Assign that score as 
the surface water migration pathway score. 

5.0 Soil Exposure Pathway 
Evaluate the soil exposure pathway based 

on two threats: Resident population threat 
and nearby population threat. Evaluate both 
threats based on three factor categories: 
Likelihood of exposure, waste characteristics, 
and targets. Figure 5-1 indicates the factors 
included within each factor category for each 
type of threat. 

Determine the soil exposure pathway score 
(S.)in terms of the factor category values as 
follows: 

2 
.I (LEJ(WCJ(T J 
i=1 

s.= 
SF 

where: 
LEt=Likelihood of exposure factor category 

value for threat i (that is, resident 
population threat or nearby population 
threat). 

W~= Waste characteristics factor category 
value for threat i. 

Tt=Targets factor category value for threat i. 
SF=Scaling factor. 

Table 5-1 outlines the specific calculation 
procedure. 
81WNO COOE 6560-50-11 
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TABLE 5-1.-SOIL EXPOSURE PATHWAY ScoRESHEET 

Factor categories and factors 

Resident Population Threat 
Ukellhood of Exposure 

! .Maximum 
value 

Value 
assigned 

1. Likelihood of Exposure ................................................... - ...................................................................................................................... _ .•• 550 
Waste a-acterlstlcs -

2. Toxicity ........... _ ............................................................... - ............................................................................................................................ . (a) 
3. Hazardous Waste Quantity_ ............................................................................................................................................................. - ....... . (a) 
4. Waste Characteristics ........... _ .................. _ ........................................ - ....................................................... ; ........................................... . 100 

T.argets 
50 

(b) 
(b) 
(b) 
15 
5 

(C) 
(b) ,;t5~~~~~~~~I~~~~~~1 

Resident Population Threat Score 
· 11. Resident Population Threat (Unes 1 X _4 X 1 0) ...................................................................................................................................... . (b) 

Nearby Population Threat 

Likelihood of Exposure . 
12. At1ractiveness/Accessibility ......................................................................................................................................................................... . 100 
13. Area of Contamination-............................................................................................. - .................................................................... - ........ . 100 

500 14. Ukelihood of Exposure ............................................................................. - ......... ; ...................................................................................... . 
Waste Charilcterlstic 

(a) 15. Toxicity ................................... - ..................... - .................................... : ............................... , .................................................... ~.--.... - ....... . 
16. HazardOus Waste Quantity ................................ -, ... ; ..... _ ........................................ - .......................... _ ....................... - ... ··-····---- (a) 
17. Waste CharacteristicS ......... -.: .............................. - ........... - .. ·-"-··-·-........ _ ........ ; ........................ _ ....................... - ............ _ .. _, .. 100 

1 
(b) 
(b) =~r:!~=::::==:::::.-:::::_-=::_=.::::::::_::::~_::::::::=::::~E~-====~~j 

. 21. Nearby Population Threat (fines 14 X 17 X 20) .......... .-........ _ .. _ .......................................................................................................... J (b) 

100 
SoB ExpoSure Pathway Score II 

22. Soil Exposure Pathway Score • (SJ, (lines [11 +21] I 82,500, subject to a maximum of 100) ........................................................ . 

• Maxinuil value applies to waste characteristics category . 
• Maximum value not applicable. . 
• No specific maximum value applies to factor. However, pathway score based solely on terrestrial sensitive environments is fimited to maximum of 60 
• Do not ~ to nearest integer. 

5.0.1 General considerations. Evaluate the 
soil exposure pathway based on areas of 
observed contamination: 

• Consider observed contamination to be 
present at sampling locations where analytic 
evidence indicates that: 

-A hazardous substance attributable to 
the site is present at a concentration 
significantly above background levels 
for the site (see Table 2-3 in section 2.3 
for the criteria for determining 
analytical significance), and 

-This hazardous substance, if not present 
at the surface, is covered by 2 f~t or 
less of cover material (for example, 
soil). 

• Establish areas of observed 
contamination based on sampling locations 
at which there is observed contamination as 
follows: · 

-For all sources except contaminated 
soil. if observed contamination from 
the site is present at any sampling 
location within the source, consider 
that entire source to be an area of 
observed contamination. 

-For contaminated soil, consider both the 
sampling location(s) with observed 
contamination frOm the site and the 
area lying between such locations to 
be an area of observed contamination, 

unless available information indicates 
otherwise. 

• If an area of observed contamination (or 
portion of such an area) is covered by a 
permanent. or otherwise maintained, 
essentially impenetrable material (for 
example, asphalt) that is not more than 2 feet 
thick. exclude that area (or portion of the 
area) in evaluating the soil exposure 
pathway. 

• For an area of observed contamination. 
consider only .those hazardous substances 
that meet the criteria for observed 
contamination for that area to be associated 
with that area in evaluating the soil exposure 
pathway (see section 2.2.2). 

If there is observed contamination, assign 
scores for the resident population threat and 
the nearby population threat. as specified in 
sections 5.1 and 5.2. If there is no observed 
contamination. assign the soil exposure 
pathway a score of 0. 

5.1 Resident Population Threat. Evaluate 
the resident population threat only if there is 
an area of observed contamination in one or 
more of the following locations: 

• Within the property boundary of a 
residence, school, or day care center and 
within 200 feet of the respective residence, 
school. or day care center, or 

• Within a workplace property boundary 
and within 200 feet of a workplace area, or 

• Within the boundaries of a resource 
specified in section 5:1.3.4, or 

• Within the boundaries of a terrestrial 
sensitive environment specified in section 
5.1.3.5. . 

If not. assign the ~:esident population threat 
a value of o. enter this value in Table S.:.1, and 
proceed to the nearby population threat 
(section 5.2). 

5.1.1 Likelihood of exposure. Assign a 
value of 550 to the likelihood of exposure 
factor category for the resident population 
threat if there is an area of observed 
contamination in one or more locations listed 
in section 5.1. Enter t"is value in Table 5-1. 

5.1.2 Waste characteristics. Evaluate 
waste characteristics based on two factors: 
toxicity and hazardous waste quantity. 
Evaluate only those hazardous substances 
that meet the criteria for observed 
contamination at the site (see section 5.0.1). 

5.1.2.1 Toxicity. Assign a toxicity factor 
value to each hazardous substance as 
specified in section 2.4.1.1. Use the hazardous 
substance with the highest toxicity factor 
value to assign the value to the toxicityiactor 
for the resident population threat. Enter this 
value in Table 5-1. 

5.1.2.2 Hazardous waste quantity. Assign 
hazardous waste quantity factor value as 

specified in section 2.4.2.In estimating the 
hazardous waste quantity, use Table 5-2 and: 
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. • Consider pnly the first ~feet of depth of 
an area of observed ·contammation. except as 
specified fCir the vo1ume measure. 

• Use the vOlume measure {see section 
2.4.2.1.3) only for those types of areas of 
observed c:Ontamination listed in Tier C of 
Table S.:.z. In evaluating the vobi.me measui:e 
for these listed areas of observed . 
contamination, use the full volume, not just 
the volume within the top 2 feet. 
· • Use the area measure {see section 
2.4.2.1.4), not the volume measUre; for all 
other' type$ "of areas of observed 
contamination. even if their volume is kno,wn. 

&~er, the .. va}ue assigned. ili'T8ble ~1. 

• Resident individual-a person. living or 
attending school or day care on a property 
with an area of observed contamination and 
whose residence: school. or day care center, 
respectively, is on or within 200 feet of the 
area of observed contamination. 

• Worker-a person working on a property 
~.;th an area of obllerved contamination and· 
whose workplace area ls on or within 200 feet 
of the area of observed contamination. 

• Resources located on an area of · 
observed contamination. as sjrecified in 
section 5.1. 
. • Terrestrial sensitive en\'ilbrunents 

located on an area of observed · · 
TABLE. 5-2.-HAzAROOUS WAsTe auAH- · contamination. as specified in section 5:1: 

TITY EVALUATION EQUATIONS FOR SoiL 5.1.3.1 Resident individual. Evaluate this 
factor based on whether there is a resident 

ExPOSURE. PATHWAY individual, as sPecified in section 5.1.3, who 

A H8zardoua 
COnStituent 

• .. Oulntlty (C) - . 
Hazardous . 

Waatestream 
. ~(W) 

Volume (V). 
Surface· 

·-tmpaundment. 
Drums• 

Tanks and . Contain8rS Other 
Thail DriliTis .. 

Area (A) 
Lanclfill• 
Surface· 
llllj)OI.IIdment 
Surface 
lmpo\.lldment 

. (Bwied/backfilled). 
. Land treatment .. 

·Pile• . . . 

.~sOil 

·Units 

lb 

lb 

yeP 

ganon 

.. 

-~ 

fP 
fP 

ftl 

ftl 
ftl 
ftl 

Equation 
. for 

assigning 
value• 

c 

W/5,000 

V/2.5 

V/5/JO 
.V/2.5. 

A/34,000 
. A/13 

A/13 

A/'00 
A/34. 

·AI~.ooo 

is subject to Levell or Level n 
concentrations. · 
F~t. determine those areas.of observed 

contamination subject to Level I 
concentrations and those subject to Level n 
concentrations as specified in sections_2.5.1 

. and 2.5.2. Use the health-based benchmarks 
from Table 5-3 in determining the level of 
contamination. Then assign a value to the 
resident individual factor as follows: 

• ·Assign a value of 50 if .there is a1least 
· one resident individual for one qr more areas 
subject to Level I concentrations. 

• Assign a value of 45 if there is no such 
. . resident individuals. but there is at least one 

resident indiVidual for one or more areas 
subject to Level n cOncentrations. 

• Assign a·value of 0 if t1iere is no resident 
individual. 

Enter the value assigned in Table 5-1. 
5:1.3.2 Resident population. Evaluate 

resident popuh~tion based on two factors: 
Level I concentrations lll)ci Level U 
concentrations. Determine which factor 

.: ~~:' :::W~ necess&ly. 1 applieus ~cffied in sections 2.5.1 and 2.5.2, 
. ton=2.000 pounos=1 cubic yard=4 ~=200 · using the,heal~-based benchmarks fi:om 
~volume measure only for Utac:e impound- Table 5-3~ Evaluate populations.subject to 
men1S containing hazardOus substances present as Levell concentrations as specified in section 
ltquids. Use area measures in T~er D tor dry surface 5.1.3.2.1 and populations subject· to Level n 
impoundments and for luied/backfilled IIUifac<e-tm- . concentrations ali specified in section 
poundments, . . . . 
. •tt actual volume of drums Is un8vailable, assume 5.!.32.2. 
1 drum= 50 !l8llons.: . . . 

•Use tancf iuf8ce ·area under PkJ; not surface 
area of pile. · · · ·. · . . · ' 

·5:.1.2.3. 'CalcUlation of waste . . 
charac~eiistie$_[acllJr. c.ategiJ.zy value. . 

· Multiply the·toxicity and haZardous waste 
· quantity fact.or values, subject to a maXimum 
product of 1 X iQ8. Based on this product. 

. a~mign a valu(! nom Table. 2-:7 "(sec;tion 2:4.3,1) 
· to the waste ch~cteriatic8 factor ca~egory. 

Enter this vahie in Tabte ~1. 
5.:i..3. TOJ'8e,t8. Evaluate -the·· targets factor. 

categoey tor t,he resident population threat 
. basea on five factOrs:" reside:nt.individual. 

resident pqpu)a1ion; workers'; .feSOlll'C~. and 
terrestrial sensitive tmvironmentS. 
· In evaluating ~ tat1ets fa.Ctor category for . 

the resident population thf!!at, c::ount only the 
. folio~ as targets: . . . . .. 

TABLE 5-3~-HEALTl+SASEo BENCH-·' 
·MARKS fl>R HAzARDOliS' SUBSTANCES 
IN SoiLS 

• Screening ·concentration.!~ c&ncer 
corresponding ·to that conce~trati9n that . 
corresponds to the to-•in~vidlial cancer risk 
for Or&l expoms. • Screerun~ co~ce.~tration .for noneancer. 
toxicologi~l responses correspondin8 to. the 
Reference Dose-{RfD) for-~ exposures. 

Count onl_y ih~ persons meeting the 
criteria for resident individual as specified in . 

section 5.1~. In estimating the number of 
·people living on property with an area Of 
observed contamination. when the estimate 
in based ·on ·the number of residences, 
multiply each reSidence by the average· 
number of persons per residence tor the 
county in which the residence is located, 

S.1.3.2.1 Level I concentrations. Sum the 
number of resident individuala subject to 
Level I concentrations and multiply this sum 
by 10. Ass~ the resulting product as the 
value for this factor. Enter this value in Table 
&-1. 

5.1.3.2.2 Levelli concentrations. SwD the 
number of resident. individuals subject to 
Level ll concentrations. Do not include those 
people atready counted under the Level I 
concentrations factor: Assign this sum as the 
value for this factor. Enter this value in·Table 
&-1. 

5.1.3.2.3 Calculation of resident 
population factor value. Sum the factor 
values for Level I concentrations and Level n 
concentrations. Assign this sum as the 
resident population factor value. Enter this 
value in Table &-1. 

5.1.3.3 Workers. Evaluate this factor 
based on the number of workers that meet 
the section 5..1.3 criteria. Assign a value for 
these workers using Table 5-4. Enter this 
value.in Table &-1 . 

·TABLE 5-4.-FACTOR VALUES FOR 
WORKERS 

Number of workers Assigned 
value 

0 .... ~~-........ - ... --......... - .................... _, 
1 to 100 --...... --....................... _ ....... .. 
101 to 1,000_ .............. - ...... - ................. . 
Greater than 1,000 .•.• --........................ .. 

0 
5 
10 
15 

S.1.3.4 Resources. Evaluate the resources 
factor as follows: 

• Assign a value of 5 to the resources 
factor if one or more of the following is 
present on 8n area of obllerved 
contamination at the site: 

-Commercial.agricul~. 
-Comniercial.silviculture. · . . 
:-COmmercial livestock productiO!l or 

commercial livestock grazing. . · . 
. • Assign a value of 0 if. none of the above 

are present. . · · . 
Enter the value assigned in Table &-1. 
5.1.3.5 Terrestrial sensitive environments. 

Assign yalue{s) from-Table 5-S to each 
terrestrial sensitive environment that meets 
the eligibility criteria of section 5.1.3. · 

Calculate a value (ES) for terrestrial 
sensitive environments as follows: 

where: 

n 
ES= I. S, 

i=1 

. Ss=Value{s) assign~dfrom Xaole·~·to 
· .. terrestrial sensitive environment i., 
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n=Number of terrestrial sensitive 
environments meeting section 5.1.3 
criteria. 

Because the pathway score based solely on 
terrestrial sensitive environments is limited 
to a maximum of60, determine the value for 
the terrestrial sensitive environments factor 
as foDows: 

TABLE 5-5.-TERRESTRIAL SENSmVE 
ENviRONMENTS RATING VALUES 

Assigned 
value 

Terrestrial critical habitat • for Federal 
~ endangered or threa._ 
ened speaes.---····-·-··········-····.: ... -.. 100 

National Part 
DesiQn8ted Federal Wddemess 

Area 
National Monument 

Terrestrial habitat known to be used by 
Fedenlt designated a; prnposect 
threatened or endar1genid Species _.. 75 

National P!eserve (terrastrial) 
National or State Terres1rial Wild-

life Refuge 
Federal land designated for pro

tection of natural ecosystems · 
Adminislratively proposed Federal 

Wilclemess Area 
Terrestrial areas utiliz8d for breed

ing by large or dense aggrega-
tions of animals • ' 

Terrestrial habitat known "' be used by 
State designated endangered or 
threatened species._............................. 50 

Terrestrial habitat known to be 
used by species under ftiView as 
to its Fedefal designated endan
gered or lhreatened status 

State llnls designated for wildlife or 
game management ..... -......................... 25 

Stale designated Nalut'aJ Aleas 

Parlicular -- relatively small in 
size, important to maiNenance 
of unique biotic communities 

• Critical habitat as defined in 50 CFR 424.D2. 
b Limit to vertebrate species. 

• Multiply the values assigned to the 
resident population threat for likelihood of 
exposure (LEJ, waste characteristics (WC), 
and ES. Divide the product b;, 82.500. 

-If the result is 60 or less, assign the 
value ES as the terrestrial sensitive 
envirooments factor value. 

-If the result exceeds 60, calculate a 
value EC as follows: 

(60) (82,500) 
EC= 

(LE} (WC) 

.M.SSlgn the value EC as the tenestrial 
sensitive environments factor value. Do not 
round this value to· the nearest interger. 

Enter the value assigned for the terrestrial 
sensitive environments factor in Table 5-1. 

5.1.3.6 Calculation of resident population 
targets factor category valu~. Sum ,!he values 
for the resident individual. resident 
population, workers, resources. and 
terrestrial sensitive environments factors. Do 
not round to the nearest integer. Assign this 
sum as the targets f<~ctor category value for 

the resident population threat Enter this 
value in Table 5-1. 

5.1.4 Calculation of resident population 
threat score. Multiply the values for 
likelihood of exposure, waste characteristics, 
and targets for the resident population threat 
and round the product to the nearest integer. 
Assign this product as the resident 
population threat score. Enter this score in 
Table 5-1. 

5.2 Nearby papulation threat. Include in 
the nearby population only those individuals 
who live or attend school within a 1-mile 
travel distance of an·area of observed 
contamination at the site and who do not 
meet the criteria for resident individual as 
specffied in sectiOn 5.1.3. 

Do not consider areas of observed 
contamination that have an attractiveness/ 
accessibility factor value of 0 (see section 
5.2.1.1) in evaluating the nearby population 
threat. · -

5.2.1 Likelihood of exposure. Evaluate 
two factors for the likelihood of exposure 
factor category for the nearby population 
threat attractiveness/accessibility and area 
of contamination. 

5.2.1.1. Attractiveness/accessibility. 
Assign a value for attractiveness/ 
accessibility from Table 5-3 to each area of 
observed contamination. excluding any land 
used for residences. Select the highest value 
assigned to the areas evaluated and use it as 

· the value for the attractiveness/ accessibility 
factor. Enter this value In Table 5-1. 

5.2.1.2 Area of contamination. Evaluate 
area of contamination based on the total area 
of the areas of observed contamination at the 
site. Count only the area(s) that meet the 
criteria in section s.G.l and that receive an 
attractiveness/accessibility value greater 
than 0. Assign a value to this factor from 
Table 5-7. Enter this value iD Table 5-1. 

TABLE 5-6.-ATTRACTIVENESS/ 
ACCESSIBIUTY VALUES 

Designated recreational area...................... 100 
Regularly used for public recreation (fOf 

example, fiShing. hiking, softball) ....... -.. 75 
Accessible and urique recreational area 

!for example, vacant lots In urban 
area)........................................................... 75 

Moderately accessible (may have some 
access improvements-tor example, 
gravel road). wiltl 8011118 pubic recrea-
tion use..·-·--·--.... ·-·---.......... -. 50 

Sligbtly accessible (tor example. ex
tremely rurill area with no road im
provement), with some public recrea-
tion use .......... : ....................................... _.. 25 

Accessibte, with no Plmlic r8creation 
use ..... --·-----.. -·------'---- 10 

Surrounded by maintained fence Of 
combinalioo of Jll8intaiMd fenc:& and 
natural barriers .................................. -...... 5 

Physically Inaccessible to pubic. wfth no 
evidence of public recreation use .... _. 0 

TABLE S.:.7.-AREA OF CoNTAMINATION 
FACTOR VALUES 

Total area of the areas of observed Assqled 
· conlamination (square teet) value 

Less than or equal to 5.000-... -.............. 5 
Greater than 5,000 to 125,000 -··--.. -· 20 
Greater than 125,000 to 250,000 .. -.......... 40 
Greater than 250,000 to 375.000--~--· 60 
Greater than 375,000 to 500,000 ......... -·- 80 
Greater !han 500,000 ........ - ... - ............... -... tOO 

5.2.1.3 Likelihood of exposure factor 
category value. Assign a value from Table 
5-8 to Jhe likelihood of exposure factor 
category, based on the values assigned to the 
attractiveness/accessibility and area of 
contamination factors. Enter this value in 
Table 5-1. 

TABlE 5-8.-NEARBY POPULATION l.JKELI
HOOD OF ExPOSURE FACTOR VALUES 

Area of Atlractiveness/accessibility 
contamination factor f--.--ifa.::.ctor::..:=-r-vakie,_.--r 

value 100 75 50 25 10 5 0 

100 .............. - ................ 500 500 375 250 125 50 0 
80 ................ - ............. 500 375 250 125 50 25 0 
60 ........................... _ .. 375 250 125 50 25 5 0 
40 ................................ 250 125 50 25 5 5 0 
20 ...... _, ..... - .............. 125 50 25 5 5 5 0 
5 .................. -........... 50 25 5 5 5 5 0 

5.2.2 Waste characteristics. Evaluate 
waste characteristics based on two factors: 
toxicity and hazardous waste quantity. 
Evaluate only those hazardous substances 
that meet the criteria for observed 
contamination (see section 5.0.1) at areas that 
can be assigned an attractiveness/ 
accessibility factor value greater than 0. 

5.2.2.1 Toxicity. Assign a toxicity factor 
value as specified in section 2.4.1.1 to each 
hazardous substance meeting the criteria in 
section S.U Use the hazardous substance , 
with the highest toxicity factor value to 
assign the value to the toxicity factor for the 
nearby population threat Enter this value in 
Table 5-1. 

5.2.2.2 Hazardous waste quantity. Assign 
a value to the hazardous waste quantity 
factor as specified in section 5.1.2.2. except 
consider only those areas of observed 
contamination that can be assigned an 
attractiveness/ accessibility factor value 
greater than 0. Enter the value assigned in 
Table 5-1. 

5.2.2.3 Calculation of waste 
characteristics factor category value. 
Multiply the toxicity and hazardous waste 
quantity factor values, subject to a maximum 
product of1X10 1 • Based on this product, 
assign a value from Table 2-7 (section 2.4.3 .. 1) 
to the waste characteristics factor category. 
Enter this value in Table 5-1. 

5.2.3 Targets. Evaluate the targets factory 
category for the nearby population threat 
based on two factors: nearby individual and 
population within a 1-mile travel distance 
!rom the site. ' 

5.2.3.1 Nearby individual. If one or mor 
persons meet the section 5.1.3 criteria for u 
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resident individual. assign this factor a value 
of 0. Enter this value in Table 5-1. 

If no person meets the criteria for a 
resident individual determine the shortest 
travel distance from the site to any residence 
or school. In determining the travel distance. 
measure the shortest overland distance an 
indmduai would travel from. a residence or 
school to the nearest area of observed 
contamination for the site with an 
attractiveness/ accessibility factor value 
greater than 0. If there are no natural barriers 
to travel. measure the travel distance as the 
shortest straight-line distance frQm the . 
residence or school to the area ·or observed 
contamination. If natul'al barriers .e:idst-ffor 
example, a ri¥er1. JIMl&sui'e the trnel distance 
as the shortest:straight-line distance from the 
residence or school to the nearest crossing 
point and from there as the shortest straight
line distance to the area of·observed 
contammation. Based on the shortest travel 
distance, assign a value from Table 5-9 to the 
nearest individual factor. Enter this value in 
Tables-t: · · · · · 

TABLE 5-9.-NEARBY INDIVIDUAL FACTOR 
VALUES 

Travel distance for nearby individual Assigned 
(miles) value 

Greater than 0 to '>'•-.. ~···-................. ,_. 1• 
Greater thai\ '4 to 1 ..... ~ ...................... _... 0 

Based on the number of people included 
within a travel distance category, assign a 
distance-weighted population value for that 
travel distance from Table 5-10. 

Calculate the value for the population 
within 1 mile factor (PNl as follows: 

1 3 
PN=- :I. W 

10 i=l 
• Assign a value of o if one 01 more persons meet · where: · 

the section 5.1.3 criteria tor resident individual. · W1=Distance-weighted population value 

5.2.3.2 Population within 1 mile. 
Determine the Jiopulation within each travel 
distance category of Table 5-:1,0. CQunt . 
residents and students who attend sch®l 
within this travel distance. Do not Include 
those people already coiinted in the resident 
population threal Determine travel distances 
as specified in section 5.2.3.1. 

In estimating residential population. when 
the estimate is based on the number of 
residences. multiply each residence by the 
average number of persons per residence for 
the i:Ounty in which the residence is located. .. 

from Table 5-10 for travel distance 
categoryi. 

If PN is less than 1, do not round it tO the 
nearest integer; if PN is 1 or more, round to 
the nearest integer. Enter this value in Table . 
5-1. . : 

5.2;3.3 Calculation of nearby popuiation 
targets factor category value. Sum the values 
for the nearby indi-..idual factor and the 
population within 1 mile factor. Do not round 
this sWil to the nearest integer. Assign this 
sum as· the targets factor category 'value for 
the·nearby population threat Enter this value 
in Table-5-1. 

~TABLE 5-1 0.-0ISTANCE-WEJGHTED POPULATION v At.UES FOR NEARBY PoPuLATION THREAT. 

., 
Number of people within the travel distance calegoty 

Travel dis~c& C?Btegory (miles) 31 to .10f to .301 to. 1;001 to 3,()01 to. 10,001 .30,001 100,001 . 300,001 
..() 1 tO 10 Hto30 ·to to .110 to 100 300 1,000. 3,000 10,000 30..000 100.000 300,000 1,000,000 

=== ~.~'1;:::::::::::::~::::~=~: 0 0.1 0.4 1.0 4 13 41 130 408 1,303. 4,081 13,034 
0 0.05 02 0.7 2 7 20 65 204 652 2.041 6,517 

.Greater ll:lan 'n ·to i .. : . .:: ....... ~--.. ·--·~· · 0 0.02 0.1 0.3 1 3 10 33 102 326 1.020 . 3,258• 

• ~ the number of people present wittlin a travel distance catego~y to nearest integer. Do not round the assigned dis1anee-weighted population value to 
nearest integer. . . . : . ' 

.S.Z.4 Calculation of nearby population 
threal score. Multiply the va~es for 
likelihood of exposure. waste ctlaracteristics, 
.and targets for the nearby population threat, 
.and round the product to the. nearest integer. 
Assign.this product as-the ilearby population 
threat score; Enter this score in Table 5-1. 

5.3 . Caleulation of soil exposurepolhway 
scare.-Sum the .reSident poJIIUation threat 

· score and the nearby population threat score. 
and divide the sum by 82.500, Assign the 
resulting value. subject to a maximum of .tOO. 
as the soil exposure pathway score {S.). Enter 
this score in Table. 5-1. 

6;0 Air Migration Pathway 
Evaluate the air migration pathway based 

on three. factor categories: likelihood of 
release, waste characteristics. and targets . 
FigUre' &-1 indicates the factors included 
wilhin each factor eategory. 

Determine the air migration pathway score 
{SJ in·terms of the factor category values as 
follows: 

where: 

(LR}{WC)(T} 
S.= 

SF 

LR=Likelihood of release factor category 
value. 

WC= Waste characteristics factor category 
value. ·· · · 

T=Targets factQrcategory value. 
SF=Scaling factor. 

Table &-1 outlines the specific calculation_ 
procedure. 
BILLING COOE ~ 
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TABLE ~1.-AIR MIGRATION PATHWAY ScoRESHEET 

Factor categories and.factors Maximum Value 
value assigned 

liltellhood of Rele- , 
1. Observed Release ........................................................................................................ - .... - ..... - .......... -~ ............................................ _ ....... . 550 
2. Potential to Release: 

·2a Gas Potential to Release ............. - ................. - ............ --.. -------.. --·--·-·--.. -- 500 
2b. Particulate Potential to Release ......... - ..................... - ................... - .. --.......... _ ................. - ... - ............ - ....... - ............................. . 500 
2c. Potential to Release (t1igher of lines 2a and 2b) -----~ .. ------.. -·---.... - ............... _ ............................. . 500 

3. likelihood of. Release (higher of lines t and 2c) ----·-·---.. -·-.. ·--·----·-·-·-·---···--......... - ......... . 550 ---"--
Waste Ctlaracteri&tlc 

4. Toxicity/a.1obility--------------'·---·------........ - ............. - .......... - .................. _._ ........... , ... .. fa) 
5. Hazardous Waste Quantity----·--------·-----.. ------·---··--.......................... -.......... -............ . (a) 

6. Waste Characteristics----------------------.. -... - .... _ ........ - ... --------·-·-···-··--- 100 
Targets 

7. Nearest Individual------·----------------....................... -.... ·-·-·-· .................................... .. 50 
8. Population: 

8a. Levell Concentrations _ .. ___ , ...... -·-·-·----·---·--......................... - ........ _ lb) 
8b. Level II Concen1ra1ions._,_, .......... -.--..................... - ................................... - ........................ _ ........ - ............................ - .................. · (b) 
8c. Potential . _______ ... _ ... _ .. __ ...................... - ................................... . fb) 
8d. POpulation (lines 8a+8b+8c} ______ .. __ ......... _ .................... - ... - ... --.. --···-·-... .. ill) 

9. Fles<uces- ~----·-·---·--·-....... _ ........ ___ , .. _ ........ - ........ _ ........ .. 5 
10. Sensitive Erwironmen1s 

,oa_ Actual Contamination-. --·--·-·---·--·-·---·-......................... _ .......................... . 
10b. Potential Contamination ........................... : ..................................... -·--·---............... ; ........................... - ................................. - .... .. 

(c) 
(c) 

. 10c. Sensitive Environments (lines 104+ 10bl------·-----------.. ·-··--·-·-·--·-·-·' .... - ....... - .................. - .. IC) -
11. Targets (lirleS 7+8d+9+10c) ----··-·--·-.. -----..................... --.. - ................................ _ .. lb) 

Air Migration Palbwar Score 
12. Pathway Score (SJ [(lines 3 X 6X 1 f)/82,500) • .................................................................. :-................................................ ~ ................ " .... .. 100, 

• Maximum value applies to waste dlaraclerislic& category. 
• Maximum value not applicable. 
• No specific maximum value applies to factor. Howe'ler, pathway 1>COI'e based solely on sensitive· environments is 5mited 10 maXimum ot 60. 
• Do not round to nearest integer. . 

6.1 Liluilihood of Release. Evaluate the 
likelihood of release factor category in tenns 
of ail observed release factor or a potential to 
release factor. 

6.1.1 Observed release. Establish an 
observed release to the atmOsphere by 
demonstrating that the site has -released a 
hazardous substance to the atmosphere. Base 
this demODStration on either: 

ambient hazardous substaoce(s} has 
increased significantly above the background 
concentration for the site [see section .2.3). 
Some portion of the significant inerease must 
be attributable to the·site to establish the 
observed release. 

highest potential to release value (either gas 
·or particulate) Calculated for the sources · 
evaluated and assign that value as the site 
potential to release factor value as specified 
below. 

• Direct observation-a material (for 
e"ample. particulate matter) that contains 
one or more hazardoua1Aibstaru::es has been 
seen entering the atmosphere directly. When 
evidence supports the inference of a release 
of a material that oontains one or more 
hazardouS substances by the site to the -
atmosphere, demonstrated adverse effects 
accumulated with that release may be used 
to establish an observed release. 

• Chemical analysi&-an analysis of air 
samples indicates that the concentration-of 

If an observed release can be established. 
assign an observed release factor value of 
550, enter this value in Table 6-1, and 
proceed to section 6.1.3.1f an observed 
release cannot be established. assign an 
observed release factor value of 0. enter this 
vaiue in Tahle 6-1, and proceed to section 
6.1.2. 

6.1-Z Potential to release. Evaluate . 
potential-to release only if an observed 
release cannot be established. Determine the 
potential to release factor value for the lite 
by separately evaluatin3 the ps poteutialto 
release and the parliculate potential to 
release for each source at the site. Select the 

6.1.2.1 Gas potentiel to release. Evaluate 
gas potential to release for those sources that 
contain gaseous .hazardous substances-that 
is, those hazardous substances with a vapor 
pressure greater .than or equal to lo-• torr. 

Evaluate gas potential to release for each 
source based on three factors: gas 
containment. gas source type, and gas 
migration potential. Calculate the gas 
potentia) to release value as illustrated in 
Table 6-.2. Combine sources with similar 
characteristics into a single source m· 
evaluating the gas potential to release 
factors. 

TABLE 6-2.-GAS POTENTIAL TO RELEASE EVALUATION 

Source Soufce type • I Gas containment ! factor value • 
Gas source t:tPe l Gas mi9ration 

factor value. ~':eta' Sum Gas source value 

~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~~:~-::::::::~.:::::::.::=::::::::==I::::::::~:.:::::::::::::::::·::::~-:::::;~::::~~::: ... ::::-.::::::::::.~::::::::-~:: .. :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: = .. -:::::::::::::~.:::::::: 1 ... - ....................................... - ................ --···---.. ----~ ................. ~ .......... _ .... l ........ ~--.. ---~------ .. ---I ............. __ : .......... ~--~-------~~-~ .... -~ ................... ;~~~~~ ........ .. 
4 ........... - .......... ~·-···-···· ........................... _. _____ 11 ...................................... ·-·-·--.. ·----··----.. . ........... - ........... _ ....... _ ...... ____ ----

!~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~=:~;:::~~~~=~,~~~~~~~~~~=~~~~~~~~:.~:~;;:::::~~==·-··---~· ::. __ -::=~~-=-~~F;~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~:::~-~~~i::~~~==:=:::::::::· :-:··::::::=::=~~~~~~ 
Gas Potential to Release Fac1or (Select !he Highest Gas Source Vaiue) 

• Enter a Source Type lisled in Table 6-4. 
• Enter Gas Containment Factor Value from seC1ion t: 1.2.1.1. 
• Enter Gas Source Type Factor Value from section 6.1.2.1.2. 
• Enter Gas Migration Potential Fac!of Value from sectJon 6.1.2.1.3. 
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6.1.2.1.1 Gas containment. Assign each 
source a value from Table ~3 for gas 
containment Use the lowest value from 

Table 6-3 that applies to the source. except: 
assign a value of 10 if there is evidence of 

biogas release or if there is an active fire 
within the source. 

TABLE 6-3.-GAS CoNTAINMENT FACTOR VALUES 

Gas containment description Assigned 
value 

==~~~~:;::::?:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
10 
10. 
10. 

Gas collection/treatment system functioning, regularly inspected, maintained, and comPletely covering source .................................... _ .................................... . 0 
7 
0 

Source substantially SUtrounded by engineering windbl'eak and no other containment specifiCally described in this table applies .............................................. . 
Source coVerl!(l with essentially impermeable, regularly inspected, maintained r;qv_fK ...................... - ...................... - •••••• _ ............................................................. . 
Uncontaminated soil r;qv_fJ( > 3 feet : = =t.:r.:,~ ~ ~.::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::· 0 

3 
7 • Source substantially devoid of vegetation ............. _ ............................................................................................... - ........................................................................ . 

Uncontaminated soil Cover ;i1 toot and ~ 3 feet 
• Source heavily vegetated with essentially no exposed soil ............................................................................. ---.. - ..................................................................... . 

-Cover sOil type resistant to gas migration • .................................................................................................. .-.•• - ........... - ............................................................ j 
-Cover 8011 type not resistant to gas migration • or unknown ......................................................... - ................. - ................................................ - ..................... . 

• Source substantially vegetated. with little exposed soil and r;qv_er soil type resistant to· gas migration • ................................................................................... . 
u~·;,g··;;;-:;::; .. t;;;;t: ....................................................................................................................................... ..,. ................................................................. .. 

3 
7 
7 
10 

• Source heavily vegetated with essentially no exposed soil and r;qv_fK soil type resistant to gas migration • - ....................................................................... .. 7 
10 
7 

• Other .................. _ ........................................................... - ................................................................................................................................................................... .. 
Totally or partially enclosed within structurally intact building and no other containment specifi<:ally described in this table applies .................................. _ ..... .. 
Source consists solely of intact, sealed containers: · 

• Totally protected irom weather by regularly Inspected, maintained cover ...................................................................................................................................... . 0 
3 • Other ................................ - ............................................................................................ :: .......................................... - ........................................ - ............................. .. 

• This value must be used if applicable. . 
• Consider moist fine-grained and saturated coarse-grained soils ~slant to gas migration. Consider all other soils nonresistant 

6.1.2.L2 Gas source type. Assign a value 
for gtis source type to each source as follows: 

• Determine if the source meets the 
minimum size requirement based on the 
source hazardous waste quantity value (see 
section 2.4.2.1.5). If the source receives a 
source hazardous waste quantity value of 0.5 
or more, consider the source to meet the 
minimum size requirement 

• If the source meets the minimum size 
requirement. assign it a value from Table 6-4 
for gas source type. 

• If the source does not meet the minimum 
size requirement, assign it a value of 0 for gas 
source type. 

If no source at the site meets the minimum 
size requirement, assign each source at the 
site a value from Table 6-4 for gas source 
type .. 

TABLE 6-4.-SouRCE TYPE FACTOR 
VALUES 

Source type 

Assigned 
value 

Partie
Gas . ulate 

Active fire area. __ ............................. 14 30 
Bum pit._............................................. 19 22 
Containers or tanks (buried/below· 

ground): 
• Evidence of biogas releasa ......... 33 22 
• No eviaence of biogas release ... 11 22 

Containers or tanks. not elsewhere 
specified ............................... ;............. 28 14 

Contaminated soil (excluding land 
treatment)........................................... 19 22 

Landfarm/land treatment...................... 28 22 

TABLE 6-4.~URCE TYPE FACTOR 

V ALUE8-Concluded 

Assigned 

Gas 

value 

Partie> 
ulate 

LandfiA: 
• Evidence of biogas ralease ......... 33 22 
• No evidence of biogas release .. 11 22 

Pile: 
• Tailings pile .. ..;................................ 6 28 
• Scrap metal Of junk Pile ............... 6 17 
• Trash pile .-.................................. 6 6 
• Chemical waste pile_.................. 11 28 
• Other waste piles .. _..................... 17 28 

Surface impoundments (buried/ 
backfilled): 
• E¥idence of biogas release ......... 33 22 
• No evidence of biogas release .. 11 22 

Surface impoundment (not buried/ 
backfilled): . 
• Dry .............. -................................ 19 22 
• Other .......... - ............ -................. 28 0 

Other types of sources. not else-
where specified ...... -........................ 0 0 

6.1.2.1.3 · Gas migration potential. Evaluate 
this factor for each source as follows: 

• Assign a value for gas migration 
potential to each of the gaseous hazardous 
substances associated with the source (see 
section 2.2.2) as follows: 

-Assign values from Table !Hi for vapor 
pressure and Henry's constant to each 
hazardous substance. If Henry's 
constant cannot be determined for a 
hazardous substance, assign that 
hazardous substance a value of 2 for 
the Henry's constant component 

-sum the two values assigned to the 
hazardous substance. 

-Based on this sum, assign the hazardous 
substance a value from Table 6-6 for 
gas migration potentiaL 

• Assign a value for gas migration 
potential to each source as follows: 

-Select three hazardous substances 
assOciated with the source: 

--If more than three gaseous hazardous 
substances can be associated with 

. the source, select three t4at have 
the highest gas migration potential 
values. 

--If fewer than three gaseous 
hazardous substances can be 
associated with a source, select all 
of them. 

-Average the gas migration potential 
values assigned to the selected 
hazardous substances. 

-Based on this average value, assign the 
source a gas migration potential value 
from Table !)-7. 

TABLE 6-5.-VALUES FOR VAPOR 
PRESSURE AND HENRY'S CoNSTANT 

Vapor pressure (Torr) 

GreatfK than 10 ......................................... . 
Great• than 1o-• to 10 ........................... .. 
1o-• to 10-• ............................................... .. 
Less than 1 o· • ............................................ . 

Henry's constant (atnHn3/mol) 

Greater than 10-• ...................................... . 
Great• than 10-• to 10-• ......................... . 
1o-• to 10-• ................................................ . 
Less than ·1o-• .......................................... .. 

3 
2 
1 
0 

Assigned 
value 

3 
2 
1 
0 
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TABLE 6-6.---:GAS MIGRATION POTENTIAL - TABLE ~7.-GAS MIGRATION PoTEN'flAL 
VALUES FOR A HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE VALUES FOR THE SoURCE-Concluded 

St:m of V"dlues for vapor pressure and I 
Henry's constant 

Assigned 
va!ue 

0 
6 
11 
17 

TABLE ~7.-GAS MIGRATION POTENTIAL 
VALUES FOR THE SoURCE 

Average of gas migration Potemial 
values for three hazardous 

substances • 

0 to.< 3 ................................... -'-------·---· 
3 to ·< 8 .................................... __________ __ 

Assigned 
value 

0 
6 

Average of gas migration potential ,.~~........,. 
values for three hazardous ?ue-

S'.Jbstances • 

e to< 14 .................................................... 11 
14 to 17 ........ ,............................................. 17 

• If fewer than three hazardous substances can be 
associated with the source, compule the average 
based.only on those hazardous substances that can 
be associa!ec!· 

6.1.2.1.4 CalculaJion of gas potential to 
release value. Determine the gas potential to 
release value for each source u illustrated in 
Table &-2. For each source, sum the gas 
source type factor value and gas migration 
potential factor value and multiply this sum 
by the gas containment factor value. Select 
the-highest product calculated for the SOUrceS 

evaluared and assign it as the gas potential to 
release value. for the site. Enter this value in 
Table &-1. 

6.1.2.2 Particulate potential tc release. 
Evaluate particulate potential to release for 

those sources that contain particulate 
hazardous substances-t.iat is. those 
hazardous substances with a vapor pressure 
less than or equal to lo-• torr. 

Evaluate particulate potential to release for 
each source based on three factors: 
particulate containment, particulate source 
type, and particulate migration potentiaL 

. Calcuiate the particulate potential to release 
value as illustrated in. Table 6-8. Combine 

. sources with similar characteristics into a 

. single source in evaluating the particulate 
potential to release factors. 

6.1.2.2.1 Particulate containment Assign 
each source a value from Table 6-9 for 
particulate containment. Use the lowest value 
from Table 6-9 that applies to the source. 

6.1.2.2.2 Particulate source type. Assign a 
value for particulate source type to each 
source in the same manner as specified for 
gas sourcea in section 6.1.2.1.2. 

6.1.2.2.3 Particulate migration potential. 
Based on the site location, a~sign a value 
from Figure &-2 for particulate migration 
potential. Assign this same value to each 
source at the site. 

TABLE 6-8.-PARTICULATE POTENTIAL TO RELEASE EVALUATION 

Source type • containment factO!' ...., a e.,,..... migration potential Sum Particulate source Particulate l .,_rticul. t ....,. Particulate 
value • . factO!' value • . - factor value • value 

Particulate Potential to Release Factor Value:(Selact Highest Particulate Source Value) 

• Enter a Source TYPE!_ listed in Table 6-4. 
• Enter Pa:1iculate Containment Factor Value from section 6.1.2.2.1. 

· • Enter Particulate Source Type Factor Value from s8ction 6.1.2.2.2. 
·• Enter Particulate Migration Potential Factor Value from section 6.1.2.2.3. 

TABLE 6-9.-PARTICULATE CoNTAINMENT FACTOR VALUES 

Particulate containment description 

All.situations except those specifically-listed below--···--·····-··-··--······---··--·--·---·······-····-----····-··--··---···-··--··-·---·-··--····--····--·····----·····-·--···-----··--· 
Source contains only particulate hazardous IUbstances totally covered by liquids .................. .:.. .............................. - .. ...; ..... _ ...... _ ................. ---·-·-·· 
Source .substantially surrounded by engineer«! windbr• end no other contaiMlent specifiCally described in thi& table applies ··-···---·--··---···-
Sou'ce covered with essantially impermeable, regularty inSpected, maintained cover __ ..................... _ ..... - ................. -·····--··-······-··----····---····--··-----· 
L' 'COntaminated soil cover > 3 feet · 

• Source substantially vegetated wilh little 01' no exposed soil----·-·-----···-····-·····--··--··-······-········.;-··----··--··--·-····-·-···-·····--···-·---·-·--·--····-······ 
• Source lightly vegetated with much exposed soil.·-···-------·--···---·--···-··-·--··--·---···--····-····--·-·-·-··-·····-------·--··-·········--····---··-----· 
• Source substantially devoid of vegetation ................ -·--·····-·-··-··-·····-···-·-·····---···-···-·-····-··--··-·-·--··-···--·-·-····--··-··-········----··-··-··-···-···-·-··· 

Uncontaminated soil cover ~ 1 foot and s 3 feet 
• Source heavily vegetated with essentially no exposed soil: 

-Cover soil type resistant to gas. migration • ··-··------·--·····--·------··-·--·······--··--···-·--.................................... - ... - ....................................................................... .. 
-Cover soil type not resistant to gas migration • or unknown-·--·······--·----··-·-···:·---··------·---·-····-··-·---·····--·-·-··-···---····--·------···---·-'-·-· 

• Sou'ce substantially vegetated with little exposed soil and cover soil type resistant to gas migration • ......................... - ...................................................... .. 
• Other ............................................. _ ........ - ........ _ ................ _ .......................... - ... - .............. --·-··-·-···-·····---····--··-···-·-·--··-·-·-······-··········-·······--·--··--·· 

Uncontaminated soil cover < 1 foot: · 

• Source heavily vegetated with essentiaUy no exposed soil and cover soil type resistant to gas migration • ·--··-··-·-······---·····--··-···-·--·-··--···--------·----· 
• Other ............. - .................................................. : ........ ~ ............ _ ............................................................. - ............................... - ........................................................... . 

Totally or partially enclosed within structurally intact building and no other containment specifically described in this table ~--·· ...................................... . 
Sou'ce consists solely of containers: 

• All containers contain only liquids ..................................................... - ....................................................... -'-······--·--·-···-·····-·--·--·-·····---·····--···--···-····--··-·----···· 
• All containers intact, sealed, and tetany protected from weather. by regularly inspected, maintained cover ................................. '-················----········-· .. ····--·· 
• All containers .intact and sealed·-···-·-·-·----·-···-············-···--·------··--; .................................... ----····--··-·---·-·--·--··--··-··..; ................... _. ___ .......... - •.••• 
• Other .................................. - .............................................................. -··-···-··-·-----·,···-··---·------··-·----·····-···---·----···-·-----··----··-··--·······--··········---·--····--··· 

• Consider moist line-grained and saturated C081'S81rained soils resistant to ga5 inigration. Consider aA other soils nonresistant 

.!LUNG CODE 6560-50-11 

Assigned 
value • 

10 
0 
7 
0 

0 
3 
7 

3 
7 
7 
10 

7 
10 

'7 

0 
0 
3 
10 



Puerto Rico 

o......, 

FIGURE 6·2 
PARTICULATE MIGRATION POTENTIAL FACTOR VALUES 

BILLING CODE ISIG-50-c 
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FIGURE 6-2.-PARTICULATE MIGRATION 
POTENTIAL FACTOR VALUEs-t'..A>NCLUDED 

location' 

Hawaiian IslandS 
Hilo. Hawai: .• ~ ...... ; .... ~ ....... .-. .• :-•..•....... 

~~%~£ 
Pacific Islands 

Guam.-...... ~·····-~·····-··················-··-·· 
Johnston Island.. ................. ___ .• :.. ..•.. 
Koror_lsland.~ •• .: •• , .............. - ............ .. 
-Kwajalein lsland .. ~·········-···~--·-
Mujuro, Marshall Islands .................... . 
Pago Pago, American Samoa ... :·--
Poriilpe -Island·--··-··-··.,.---·-·· 

· Truk, C8roline Islands ..................... ;:._ 
Wake Island ................................. _ ..... .. 
Yap Island ............................................ .. 

Alaska. . -
Anchorage .......... _ ........... ~ ......... ~··~-.. 
Annette ........ -:.:.~ .............. ~·····-·-· 
Barrow .• ._; ......... ._: ........ -~ ..... .:._ .. ;._ 
Barter Island .... ~·····~-···~~-·-·····'~····· 
Bethei .. ~··---····---·~·· .. -·-·····--·-.. -
BetlleS .............. ._ .............. - ... - •. ·--
Elig Delta .. ~ .. :.... ............................. -.-.~~ 
Cold Bay·-······~·-·· ............ ;. ..... ~ ... ~ 

.. 'Fairbanks .................. _ ........................ .. 
GuJkana ......... ~ .......... ~ ... -.: ... -...~ . .:.. .. 

- Homer ..... ~ •• - ...... ~-~ ...... _ .. _ ........ ~ .. 
Juneau .... ~-· .. --.... ---··---·-·-··'"""~ 
King Salmon.~ ............. ;.._, .......... .;. ..... . 
Kodiak·-·--·; ........ .:. .. _ .............. _ ... .. 
Kutzebue .............. _ ............ - .............. . 
tkGrath ............... ._ .......... ~·-··~ ......... .. 
Nome ........ _ ............. - ....... - ..... _,; .. ;. .. 
St. Paul-Island .......... --.. -~ .. ~ ........... .. 
TalKeetna .. _ ............... ~··-··-··-·~-··-· 
Unalakleet .............. - ......... ~ ............... . 
Villdez ·-·~ .. : .. ~ .................... : ..... ..;. .. - .. . 
Yakutat .... ; ..... ~~~·-······ .... -~ ..... ...:. ... -. 

American V.-gin Islands _ 
St. Croix-~-.• ~ ... - ................ --........ :. 
St John. ........ - ........ ~~-· .. ·-·---·~-.. :. 
St. Thomas~ ................ - ...•..... ; .. _,. . .-.. . 

Puerto RiCo 
Arecibo.-...... -·~-'······ .. ··-------·~ 
Coloso.-··· .. ·-~--.. ; .. _ ...... .: ..... _ .. -~ 
Fajardo·-·~--~--.. ~--.. ·~---............ . 

-Humacao ....... ~ ............. ~ ...... ~ .... ~ ....... .. 
.Jsabela Station ..... ~ ...................... ~ .. -~. 
Ponce·-................. ~···~·-·· .. ···~·---··· 

. San Juan_.~.: ........ ~.--.. ·--....... --.~ 

Particulate 
migration 
potential 

~ 

0 
17 
17 
17 
11 
17 

6 
17 
0 
6 
0 
0 
0 
o-
17 
0 

17 
o· 
17-
17 
17 
.H. 
17 
6 
17 
17 
11 
0 

11 
0 
17 
17 
11 
11 
6 
17 
0 
0 

17 
11 
11 

6 
6 
11 
6 
11 
17 
11 

:For site locations not on Figure 6-2. and for 
site locations near the boundary points on 
rlgilre 6-2, assign a value as follows. First. 
calculate a Thomthwaite P-E index using the 
following equation: · 

l.2 
. 'pE = .l: ll.S [P1 / (T1-10)] 10/fl 

.. 1~L . ·. 

. wnere: 
· · PE=Thomthwaite P-E index.·. 

P1=Mean monthly precipitation for month i, ·· 
· in inches. 

T,=Mean-D1onthly temperature .for month i, 
in degrees Fahrenheit: for any month. · .. 
having a mean monthly 'temperature less 
than 28.4 "F. use 28.4 "F. · . · . -

Based on the calcblated Thomthwaite P-E 
index. assign ·a-source particu1ate liligraticm 
potential value to the site from, l:able 8-10; _ . 
Assign -this same value toea~ soim:e -at. the . ·. 
~& . -

TABLE 6-10.-PARTICULATE MIGRATION
PoTENTIAL VALUES 

Thorrrthwaite P-E Index . ~ 

Greater thari 150 --~-... ~ .......... .;;.~ ... ~....... 0 
85 to 150 ·-··.:;-..... ~~ .... ~ ................ ~ ....... -. 6 
50 10 less- than 85 - ................... ~~ ... :. .. ;.... '11 
Less than SQ ....... ~_.-.... ~-··· ......... -.............. 17 

. . s:1.2.'2.4 CiUculation of partictlil!te -
potentialto release value: Determine the· 
particulate potential to release value for each 
source as illustrated in Table 6-a. For each 

· source, sum its Particulate source type factor 
value and particulate migration p()tential 

. f81:tor value arid multiply this suni by its 
particulate containment factor value. Select 
the highest product calculated for the sources 
evaluated and assign it as the particulate 
potential to release value for. the site. Enter 
the value in Table 6-1. 

6.i.2.3 Calculation of potential to release 
factOr vahle for the site. Select the higher of . 

. the gas potential to release value assigned ~ . 
section 6.1,2;1.4 and the particul:ate potential . 
to release value asSigned ii1 section 6.1.2.2.4. 
Assign the value selected as the' site potential 
to release factor value. Enter this value in 
Table6-1. 

11.1.3 · Calculation of likelihoOd of release 
factor 'Category value. If an obsel'Ved release 
is established, assign the observed release 
factor value of 550 as the likelihood of release 
factor category value. Otherwise, assign·~e 
site potential to release factor value as. the 
likelihood of release factor category value. 
Enter the value in Table 6-1. · · 

6.2 Waste Characteristics. Evaluate the 
waste characteristics factor category based 
on two factors: toxicity /mobility and · 
hazardous waste quantity. Evaluate only 
those-hazardous substances available to 
migrate from the sources at the site ta the 
atmosphere. Such hazardous iubstances 
inClude: 

• Hazardouti substances that meet-the· 
criteria for an obser.ved release to the · 
atmosphere. 

• ,All. gaseous hazardous substances 
-associated with a saurce that hM a gas . 
containment fact!)~' value grea~er than 0 (see. 
section _2..2.Z. 2.2.3, and 6.1.2.1.1,). _ 

• All particulate hazardous substances 
associated with a source that bas ·a· · 
particulate containment factor value greater 
than il (see section 2.2.2, 2.2;3, and. 6.1:2.2.1) .. 

6.2.1 Toxicity /mobility. For eacl:l · · 
hazardous substance, assign a toxicity faCtor . 

· value. a mobility factor value. an~ .a . 
- combined toxiCity/mobility factar-value as 
specified below. Select the toxicity/mobility 

·factor .value for the air migration pathway as 
apecified in section 6.2.1.3. · 

.6.2.1.1-- · .Toxicity. Assign cB toxicity factor· 
value to each hazardous substance as 
specified jn Section 2.4.1.1 .. 

6.2.1.2. Mobility. Assign a mobility factor 
value-to each· hazardous siJbstance as 
foliows: 

• Gaseous hazardous substance. 
-Assign a riu)bility factor value of 1 to 

each gaseoUs hazardous substance 
that meets the criteria for an observed 
release to the atmosphere.· · 

-Assign a mobility factor value from . 
Table 6-11, based on vapor pressure, 
to each gaseous hazardous substance 

. that does not meet the criteria for an 
observed release. · 

• Particulate hazardous substance. · 
-Assign a mobility factor value of 0.02 to 

each particulate hazardous substance 
that meets the criteria for an observed 

. release to the atmosphere. 
-Assign. a mobility factor value from 

r18Ufe 6-3, based on the site'slocation, 
to each particulate hazardous 
substance that does not meet the 
criteria for im observed release. · 
(Assigri all such particulate hazardous 
substances this same value.) · 

;...for site lOcations not on Figure 6-3 and 
for site locations near the boundary 
'PointS on Figure 6-3, assign a mobility 
factor value to each particulate 

· hazardous substance that does not 
meet the criteria for an obServed 

• release ~. follows: . 
-Calculate a value M: 

M=0.0182 (U.3/[PE)2 )

where: 
U=Mean average annual wind 

· · speed (meters per second). 
PE=Thomthwaite P-E index from 

section 6.1.2.2.3. · 
-Based on tbe value M. assign a 

mobility factor value from table a:-
12 to each particulate hazardous 
substance. · · · 

• Gaseous and p8rtiCuJat~ hazardous 
substances .. 

-For a h!lzardous substance potentilllly 
present in both gaseous _and. 
particulate forms, select the higher of 
the factor values for g!IS mobility and _ 

. particUlate mobility for that substance 
· · · and assign that v8Iue as the mobility 

-factor value for the hazardouS 
substance. ·. 

. UU Calcul~tian oftoxicity/mobillty 
. factor-value. Assign each haZardous 
substance a toxicity]mobility fa~tot value 
from Table 6-13, based on the values 
assigned to Ute hazardous substance for the 
toxicity andomobility factors. Use the · 

· · hazardous substance with the highest 
· toxicity/mobility-factor value1o asslgl' •' 

vaiue1o the toxicity/mobility factor for the 
air migration-pathway. Enter this value iri 
Table~1. 
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TABLE 6-11.-GAs MoBtUTY FACTOR 
VALUES 

Vapor pressure (Torr) I 
Greater lhan 10-•-------····'-·j 
Greater than 10-• to 10-·-···---········· 
Greater than 1o-• to 10-• ..................... . 

Assigned 
value. 

1.0 
0.2 

0.02 

TABLE 6-11.-GAS MOBIUTY FACTOR 
VALues-concluded 

Vapor pressure (Torr) 

Greater than 1o-• to 10-• -·····--········· 
Less than or equal to 10-• ..................... . 

Assigned 
value• 

0.002 
0.0002 

• Do not round to nearest integer. 

BIU.ING CODE~ 



J Do not round to nearest Integer. 
·FIGURE 5-3 

PARnCULATE MOBIUTv FACTORVAL~ES• 



Alaska 

.0008 

• Do not round to nearest Integer. 

.002 

FIGURE 6-3 
PARTICULATE MOBILITY FACTOR VALUES• 
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Hawaii 

Puerto Rico 

• Do not round to nearest integer. 

BILLING COO£~ 

FIGURE6-3 
PARTICULATE MOBIUTV FACTOR VALUES• 

(CONTINUED) 
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FIGURE 6-3.PARTICUI,ATE MOBILITY 
FACTOR VAWE8-CoNTINUED 

Location 

Pacific Islands 
Guam ......................... _ .......................... . 
Johnston Island._ .......... _ .................... . 
·~Island .......................................... .. 
Kwajalein.lsland ........... - ..................... .. 
~. Marshallfslands ............... --. .. 
Pago ~. A~can Samoa . ..; ......... . 
Ponape fsland ..... : ................... - • .;.~ ..... .. 
Truk, Caroline Islands ....... : ................. .. 

Particulated 
mobility 

assigned 
value 

0.0002 
0.002 

. 0.00008 
0.0002 
0.00008 
o,00008 
0.00002 
0.00008 

WaJ<e lsland ... " .... ..;. ........ - .... ..i. ... -. ...... . . 0.002 
0.00008 Yap Island .................. .: .... - ... -. ............ .. 

FIGURE 6-3.-PARTICULATE MoBILITY 
FACTOR VALUEs-cONCLUDED 

Location 

American Virgin Islands 
St. Croix ............................. - ........... _. 
Sl John .......... -. ........................... -. ...... .. 
Sl Thomas ....................................... -. .. . 

Particuleted 
mobility 
assigned 

value 

0.0008 
0.0002 

. 0.0002 

TABLE 6-12.-PARTICULATE MOBIUTY 
- FACTOR VALUES 

Greater than 1.4 ·x 10-• .. - .................... . 
Greater than 4.4 x 1o-• to .................... .. 

1 ,4 x 1 o-• ............................................ .. 
Greater than 1.4 x 1o-• to ..................... . 

4.4 X 10-• ............................................ .. 
Greater than 4.4 x 10-• to .................... .. 

1.4 X 10-• ................... _ ...................... . 
Greater than 1.4 x 10-• tO ..................... . 

4.4 X 1 0~ • ........ -. ..................... ~ ........... . 
Greater than 4.4 X 10-• to ................ - ... 

1.4 x 1 o-• ............................................ .. 
Less than or equal to 4.4 x 1 o-• ......... .. 

• DO not rOund to nearest integer. 

Assigned. 
vatue• 

0.02 

0.008 

0.002 

0.0008 

0.0002 

0.00008 
0.00002 

TABLE 6-13.-TOXICITY/MoBIUTY FACTOR VALUES • 

'Mobility factor value 

1.0.-. ... -..-.................... ____ .. ,_ ................... ~.- ......... -. ... .:. ..... _,, __ .:_ __ , __ ...... -. ........ -. ..... ~.-... - ........... . 
0.2 .................................. -. .................... -. .. - ..................................................... _ .............. _ ................ -..". .................... . 
0.02 ................................. .:. ............................................................................................................. ; ................ ; ................ .. 
O.J)()8 ...................... .-........ ;_ ........................................... -. .......... - ........... -. ............. -. ..................... - •• -·-·-····-......... . 
0.002 .... - ... - .... ·-·----.. -·'"-·-;. ___ .. _ ....................... ;._ ... , ... _ ... ~ .. - ............ _ ..... - .. -. ...................... _ ...... . 
0.0008 ................ - .............. -.-· ... - ........ _ .......... - .. :.. ... .; .................... ; ........... .;.. ..... _, __ ... ;· ..... :. .......... - .................... . 
0.0002 ... - ............... -~ .. ..:. .. _ .... - ....... -. .... - ..... -. ............... - .................... - ..... ;. ......................................................... .. 
O.OQOOB .................. , ..... ...;.. ............... _ .. ___ ... _ ... ,_ ..... _ ................. - ........ -..-................ - .................. - ................ .. 
0.00002 ~-··~ ......... ~-·"·:.. .............. _,; ....... _ .......... : ............................................ -. .. - ..... - ........ - ............................ _,, 

• Do not round to nearest integer. 

6.2.2 H~zardous waste quantity, Assign a 
hazardous waste quantity factor value for the 
air migration pathway as specified in section 
2.4..2. Enter this value in Table 6-1. 

6.2.3 Calculation of waste characteristics . 
factor cotegory value. Multiply the to~city I 
mobility factor value and the-hazardous 
waste quentity factor value,,subject to a . 
maximum product of 1 X 101• Based on this 
product. assign a value from Table 2-7 
(section U.3.1) to the waste characteristics 
factor category. Enter this value in Table &--1. 
as Targets. 
Evaluate the targets factor category based 

on four factors: nearest individual, · 
population, resources, and sensitive 
environments. Include only those targets (for 
example, individuals; sensitive en,.irorunents) 
located within the 4-lnile target distance 
limit, except if an observed release is 
established beyond the 4-mile target distance 
limit, include those additional targets that are 
specified below in this section and in section 
6.3.4. 

Evaluate the nearest individuala."ld 
population factors based on whether the 
target populations are subject to Levell 
concentrations, Level U concentrations, or 
potential contamination. Determine which 
applies to a target population as follows. 

If no samples meet the criteria for an 
observed release to air and if there is no 
observed release by direct observation, 
consider the entire population within the 
4-mile target distance limit ·to be subject to 
potential contamination. 

If one or more samples meet the criteria for 
an observed release to air or if there is an 
observed release by direct observation. 
evaluate the population as follows: 

• Determine the most distant sample 
location that meets the criteria for Levell 
concentrations as specified in sections:2.5.1, 
and 2.5.2. and the most distant location (that 
is, sample location or direct observation 
location) that meets the criteria for Level U 
concentratiol18. Use the health-based 
benchmarks from Table &-14,indetermining 
lhe level· of contamination for sample 
locations. If the moat distant Level D location 
is closer to a source than the most distant 
Levell sample location. do not consider the 
Level U.location. 

• Determine the single most distant 
location (sample location or direct 
observation location) that m,. •ts the criteria 
for Levell or Level U concentrations. 

• If this single most distant location is 
~;thin the 4-mile target distance limit, 
identify the distance categories from Table 
&-15 in which the selected Levell 
concentrations sample and Level U 
concentrations sample (or direct observation 
lodition) are.located: · 

-Consider the target population 
anywhere within this furthest Levell 
distan~ category •. or anywhere within 
a distance category closer to a source 
at the site, as subject to Levell 
concentrations. 

-Consider the target population located 
beyond any Level I distance 

T OlCicity factor value 

10,000 1,000 100 10 0 

10,000 1,000 100 10 1 0 
2,000 200 20 2 0.2 0 

200 20 2 0.2 0.02 0 
80 8 0.8 o.oe 0.008 0 
20 2 0.2 0.02 ~.002 0 
8 0.8 . o.oe 0.008 0.0008 0 
2 0.2 0.02 0.002 0.0002 0 
0.8 o.oe 0.008 0.0008 0.00008 0 
0.2 0.02 0.002 0.0002 0.00002 0 

categories, up to and including the 
population anywhere within the 
furthest Level U ,distance category. as 
subject to Level u concef!trations. 

-Consider the remainder.of the target 
popUlation within the 4-mile target, 
distance limit as subject to potential 
contamination. 

• If the single most distant location is 
beyond the 4-mile target distance limit, 
identify the distance at which the selected 
Level I concentrations sample-and Level n 
Concentrations sample (or direct observation 
location) are located: 

-If the Level I sample location Is within 
the ~mile target distance limit, identify 
the target population subject to Levell 
concentrations as specified above. 

-If the Levell sample location is belrond 
the 4-mile target distance limit, 
consider the target population located 
anywhere within a distance from the 
sources at the site equal to the 
distance to this sample location to be 
subject to Levell concentrations and 
include them in the evaluation. 

-Consider the target population located 
beyond the Levell target population. 
but located anywhere within a 
distance from the sources at the site 
equal to the distance to the selected 
Level n location, to be subject to Level 
U concentrations and include them in 
the evaluation. 
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-Do not include any target population as 
subject to potential contamination. 

TABLE 6-14.-HEALTH-BASED 
BENCHMARKS FOR HAZARDOUS 
SUBSTANCES IN AIR 

• Concentration corresponding to National 
Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS). 

• Concentration conesponding to National 
Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pol
lutants (NEsHAPs). 

• Screening concentration for cancer corre
sponding to tbat conoentration that corre
spouds 1o the tcr• inlividual cancer risk for 
inhala1ion ~ 

• ScreeDiog CODCeDtration for noncancer tox-. 
icological- responses correspoJ1din8 to the 
Reference Dose (RfD) for inhalation expo
sures. 

TABLE 6-15.-AIR MIGRATION PATHWAY 
DISTANCE WEIGHTS 

Distance category (miles) 

0 .............. ·--···············-······-···················· 
Gleater "tlan 0 to '4-----··-············-• ... 
Greater than-Y. to !6------
Greater than ~to 1-----·-
Greater than 1 to 2------· 
Greater than 2 to 3 ····-·-··-······-····-·
Greater than 3 to 4 -·-·····-····-······--·-·· 
Greater than 4 --·-··-···-·······-···-··· 

• Do not round to nearest integer. 

Assigned 
distance 
weight• 

1.0 
0.25 

0.054 
0.016 
O.OOS1 
0.0023 
0.0014 

0 

6.3.1 Nearestindividual. Assign the 
nearest individual factor a value as follows: 

• If one or more residenc:ea or regularly 
occupied buildings or areas ia subject to 
Levell concentrations as specified in section 
6.3, assign a value of 50. 

• If not, but if one or more a residences or 
regularly occupied buildings or areas is 
subject to Level U concentrations, assign a 
value of45. 

• If none of the residences and regularly 
occupied buildings and areas is subject to 
Levell or Level II concentrations; assign a 
value to this factor based on the !,lhortest 

distance to I!DY residence or regularly 
occupied building or area, as measured from 
any source at the site with an air migration 
containment factor value greater than 0. 
Based on this-shortest distance, assign a 
value from Table ~16 to the nearest 
individual factor. 

Enter the value assigned in Table ~1. 

TABLE 6-16.-~ST )NDIVIDUAL 

FACTOR VALUES 

Distance to nearest individual (miles) 

Levell concentra1ions·-···-·-----·--
Levelll concentrations•.-··-···-·-···-· 
0 to Yo--··-:---··-···-···--····-·-·-····· 
Greater than Yo to ¥·------···· 
Greater than% to 112-~-~=o-l 
Greater than .Yo to 1-~--~~
Greater than 1 --------

• Distance does not apply. 

Assigned 
value 

50 
45 
20 
7 
2 
1 
0 

6.3.2 Population. In evaluating the 
population factor, count residents. students, 
md workers regularly present within the 
target distance limit. Do not count transient 
populati01111 such as customers and travelers 
passing through the area. 

In estimating residential population. when 
the estimate is based on the number of 
residences. multiply each residence by the 
average number-of persons per residence for 
the cowity in which the residence is located. 

6.3.2.1 Level uf C011tamination. Evaluate 
the population factor based on three factors: 
Levell concentrations. Level II 
concentrations. and potential ~tamination. 

Evaluate the population subject to Level I 
concentrations (aee section 6.3} as specified 
in section 6.3.2.Z. the population subject to 
Level n concentrations as specified in section 
6.3.2.3, and the population subject to potential 
contamination as specified in section 6.3.2.4. 

For the potential cOntamination faetor, use 
population raoges in evaluating the factor as 
specified in section 6.3.2.4. For the Levell and 
Level II concentrations factors. use the 
population estimate, not population ranges. in· 
evaluating both factors. 

6.3.2.2 Level I cr:m<;entraJions. Sum the 
number of people subject to Levell 

concentrations. Multiply this sum by 10. 
Assign the product as the value for this 
factor. Enter this value in Table &--1. 

6.3.2.3 Level II concentrations. Sum the 
number of peopJe subject to Level U 
concentrations. Do not include those people 
already counted under the Levell 
concentrations factor. Assign this sum as the 
value for this .factor. Enter this value in Table 
&--1. 

6.3.2.4 Potential contamination. 
Determine the number of people within each 

. distance category of the target distance limit 
{see Table ~15} who are subject to potential 
contaminatiOIL Do not include those people 
already counted under the Levell and Level 
U concentrations factors. 

Based on the number of people present 
. within a 1iistance category, assign a distance

weighted population value for that distance 
category from Table ~17. {Note that the 
distance-weighted population values in Table 
&--17 incorporate the distance weights from 
Table ~15. Do not multiply the -values f.'"Olll 
Table ~17 by these distance weights.) 

Calculate the potential contaminatit>.'l 
factor value (PI) as follows: 

where: 

1 n 
PI=- l: W1 

10 i=1 

W 1=Distance-weighted population from 
Table ~17 for distance category i. 

n=Nuinber of distance categories. 
If PI is leas than 1. do not round it to the 

nearest integer; if PI is 1 or more, round to the 
nearest integer. Enter this value in Table &-1. 

6.3.2.5 Calculation of population factor 
value. Sum the factor values for Levell 
concentrations. Level u concentrations. and 
potential contamination. Do not round this 
sum to the nearest integer. Assign this sum as 
the popUlation factor value. Enter this value 
in Table~l. 

TABl.E 6-17.-0ISTANCE-WEIGHTED POPUlAllON VALUES FOR POTENTIAl.. CoNTAMINATION FACTOR FOR AIR PATHWAY • 

Number of people within the cistance categoty 

Distance catego~y (mi:,.,j 1to 11to 31 to 101 301 1,001 3,0011D 10.001 30,001 to 100,001 300.001 to 1,000,001 
0 10 30 100 to to to 10,000 to 100,000 to 1,000.000 to 

300 1.000 3,000 30.000 300,000 3.000,000 

On a source ... - ........... - .............. 0 4 17 53 164 . 522 1.633 5.214 16,325 52.137 163.246 521.360 1,632,455 
Graaler 1han 0 to 14 ---···· 0 1 • 13 41 131 408 1.394 4;081 13,034 40,812 130,340 408,114 
Greater than 14 to !6.----- 0 02 0.9 3 9 28 88 282 882 2,815 8,815 28.l53 88,153 
Greater than Yo to 1 ---- 0 0.06 0.3 0.9 3 8 26 83 261 834 2,612 8,342 26,119 
Greater than 1 to 2 ··············-····· 0 0.02 0.09 0.3 0.8 3 8 27 83 266 833 2,659 8,326 
Greater than 2 to 3 ................ - .. 0 0.009 0.04 0.1 0.4 1 4 12 38 120 375 1,199 3,755 
Greater than 3 to 4 ·-·-··········-· 0 0.005 0.02 0.07 0.2 0.7 2 7 23 73 229 730 2,285 

• Round the number of people present wilhin a distance category to nearest integer. Oo not round the assigned distance-weighted population value to 1'88re5t 
1nteger. - -

6 .. 3 Resources. Ewluate the resources 
factor as follows: 

• Assign .a value of 5 if o~e or more of the 
following resources are present within one-

half mile of a source at the site having an e~ir 
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migration C9ntainmP.nt fa~tor-.val)le greater 
thanO: · 

..:Coriuiiercial agriciilture. 

.:Commercial silviculture. 
-Major Or desiinated 'rei:reaticin area. 

·. • Assign a value of 0 if none of these 
resources is present. 

Enter the value assigned in Table ~1; 
6.3.4 Sensitive environments; Evaluate 

sensitive environments ba$ed on ~0 factors: 
.actual cOntamination andpoten~.al 
cont&mination: Determine which factor 
applies as follows. · · · . · 

If no samples meet the criteria for an 
obser-Ved releue to air and if there is no 

. obServed release by direct observation; 
consider all sensitive environments located,· 
partially or wholly, within the target distance 
limit to be subject to potential contamination. 

If one or more samples meet the criteria for 
an observed release to air or if there is an 
observed release by direct observation, 

. determine the most diStant location (that is, 
sample location or direct observation · 
location) that meets the criteria for an 
observed release: . 

• If the most distant location meeting the 
criteiia for an observed releue is Within the 
4-mile.target d~tancelimit.-idep.tify the . 
distance categocy from Table 6:-15 in which it . 

· is located: 
-Consider sensitive environments 

"'loCa.ted, partially or wholly, anywhere 
within this distance categocy or · · 
anywhere within a distance categocy 
closer to a source at the irite as subject 
to actual contamination. 

-Consider all other sensitive 
enVironments located, partially or 
·wholly, within the target distance limit 

· as subject to potential contamination. 
• If the most distant location meeting the 

criteria for an observed release is beyond the 
4-mile target distance limit, identify the . 
distance at which it is located: 

-Consider sensitive environments 
located. partially or wholly, anr\vhere 
within a distance from the sources at 
the site equal to the distance to this 
location to be siJbject to actual 

~
· .. __ ' . contamination and include all such 
"' sensitive environments in the 

evaluation. 
-no·not include any sensitive · 

environments as subject to potential 
' · contamination. · · 

6.3.~1 Actualcontciminlition. Determine 
those sensitive environments subject· to 
actual contamination (i.e;, those located 
pamally or wholly within a distanCe categocy 
subject to actual contamination). Assign 
valuets)'from Table ~23 (section 4.t.4.3.1.1j to eacli sensitive environment iubject to . . 
actUal contamination. 

For those S!!nsitive enviroiurients ihat are 
. wetlands; assign ari additional valut! from 
· Table ~18. In assigning a value from Table .. 
~18, include·only those portio~ or ~.atlimds 

. located -within distance categOries subject to 
actual contamination. If a wetland is located 
~rtially ina distance category subject to 

. ' actual contamination and partially ·in one 
. subjec;t to potential contamill8ctiOri, then 
· s_olely for~ of Ta,ble- 5:-:1~ co~t the 

portion h1 the distance eategory subject to 
· · ·· po"'e_ntial cOntaminatio~ Under .the poten~al 

~ 

contamination factor in section 6.3.4.2. 
Determine the total acreage of wetlands 
Within those distance categories subjeCt to 
actual contamination and assign a value from 
Table ~18 based on this total acreage. 

C8lculate the actual contamination factor 
value (EA) as follows: 

where: 

n 
EA=WA+ ~ Ss 

i=1. 

WA=Value assigned from Table ~18 for 
. wetlands in distance categori~s subject 
· io actuaTcontamiilation. · · 

Ss= Value(s) assigrie9 from Table ~23 to 
sensitive environment i. 

n=Nwnber of sensitive environments subject 
to actual contamination. 

Enter the value assigned in Table ~1 . 

TABLE 6-18 • .-:.WEn.ANDS RATING VALUES 
FOR AIR MIGRATION. PATHWAY a 

Wetland area (acres) 

Less than 1 .-....................... : ................. . 
1 .to 50 .................. ~ ............ .;, ....................... ; 
Greater than 50 to 10("-. .......... :.: ...... , ...... . 
Great~ than 100 to 150 .. --··'--.... ···-· 
Greater ·than 150 to 200 ........................... . 
Greater than 200 to 300 .. - ...... - .. ...:. ....... . 
Greater than 300 to 400 .. - ....... -.. ·-··-·-· 
Greater than 400 to 500 .. - ....... ;...._.: ..... . 
. Greater than 500 ...................................... .. 

Assigned 
value 

0 
25 
75 
125 
175 
250 
350 
450 
500 

•Wetlands a$ defined in 40 CF.R section 230.3. 

6.3.4..2 Potential contamination. 
Determine those sensitive environments 
located, partially or wholly, within the target 
distance limit that are subject to potential 
contamination. Assign value(s) from Table 
~23 to each sensitive environment subject 

to potential contamination. Do not include 
those sensitive environments .already counted 
for Table ~23 under the actual 
contamination factor. · 

For eaCh distance categocy subject· to 
potential contamination. sum the value{ a) 
assigned from Table ~23 to the sensitiVe 
environments in that distance category. If a 
sensitive environment is located iB more than 
one distance categocy, assign the sensitive 

· enviionment only to that distance category 
having the higheSt dfu~'>nCe Weighting value -
from Table 6-15. · 

For those sensitive environments that are · 
weilimds, assign an additional value' from 
Table ~18. In assigning a value ~m Table 
~18..include ·only those. portions of wetlands 

- located within distance categories subject to 
potential contamination, as specified in 
section 6.3.4.1. Treat the wetlands in each 
separate di~tance category as. separate . 
sensitive environments solely for purposes of 
applyiilg Table &-:-18. Determine the total 
acreage of wetlands within each of these 
distance categories and assign a separate · 
value from Table ~18 for each distance · 
eategocy. . · · 

.Calculate the pot~ntial contamination 
· factor value (EP) as follows: 

Where: 

. 1 m 
EP= - l: ([W1+S1]D;) 

10 j=1 

n· 
S1= l: Su 

i=1 

Su=Value(s) assigned from Table ~23 to 
sensitive environment in distanc;e 
categocy j. 

n=Number of sensitive environments subject 
to potential contamination. 

W1= Value assigned from Table ~18for 
wetland area in distance categocy j. 

D1=Distance weight from Table ~15 for 
distance categocy j. 

m=Number of distance categories subject to 
potential contamination. · 

If EP is less than 1, do not round it to the 
nearest integer: if EP is 1 or more; round to 
the nearest integer. Enter the value assigned 
inTable~1. 

6.3.4.3 Calculation of sensitive 
environments factor value. Sum the factor 
values for actual contamination and potential 
contamination. Do not round this sum. 
designated as EB. to the nearest integer. 

Because the pathway score based-solely on 
sensitive-environments is limited to a 
maximum of 60, use the value EB to 
determine the value for the sensitive 
environments factor as follows: 

• Multiply the values assigned to 
likelihood of release (LR), waste 
characteristics (WC), and EB. Divide the 
product by 82,500. 

-If the result is 60 or less, assign the 
value EB as the sensitive environments 
factor value. 

-If the result exceeds 60. calculate a 
value EC as follows: 

(60)(82,500) 
EC 

(LR)(WC) 

. Assign the value EC as the sensitive 
environments factor value. Do not round 
this value to the nearest integer. 

Enter the value assigned for the·sensitive 
· environments factor in Table ~1. · 

6.3.-5 CGlculation of targets factor . 
category value. Sum the nearest individual, 
population. resources, and sensitive 

· enVironinenfs·factor values. Do not round this 
sum to tlJe nearest integer. ASsign this sum as 
the target!! factor categocy value. Enter this 
value in Table ~1. 
. 6.4 CGlculation of air migration pathway 

score. Multiply the values for likelihood of 
release, waste characteristics, and targets, 
and round the product to the nearest integer.· 
Then divide by 82,500. Assign the resulting 
value, subject to 8 maximum value of 100. as 
the air migration pathway score (SJ. Enter 
this score in Table ~1. 
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7.0 Sites Containing Radioactive 
Substances. 

In general, radioactive substances are 
hazardous substances under CERCLA and 
should be considered in HRS scoring. 
Releases of certain radioactive substances 
are, _!towever. excluded from the defmition of 

"release" in section 101(22} of CERCLA. as 
amended. and should not be considered in 
HRS scoring. 

Evaluate sites containing radioactive 
substances using the instructions specified in 
sections 2 through 6. supplemented by the 
instructions in this section. Those factors 

denoted with a "yes" in Table 7-1 are 
evaluated differently for sites containing 
radioactive substances than for sites 
containing only nonradioactive hazardous 
substances. while those denoted with a "no"" 
are not evaluated differently and are not 
addressed in this section. 

TABLE 7-1.-HAS FACTORS EVALUATED DIFFERENTLY FOR AADIONUCUDES 

Ground water pathway Status• Surface water pathway Status• Soil expoSure pathway Status• Air pathway Status• 

Ukellhood of Release Ukellhood of Release Likelihood of Exposure Likelihood of Release 

Observed Release--········-··-- Yes Observed Release .•• .:..~········'· Yes Observed Contamination ........ Yes Observed Release................... Yes 
Potential to Release_ ••.•......•.•.•...• No Potential to Release·-··--······ No Atlraetiveness/ Accessibility ... No 

Corltainrrient ·--···-···-.. ·-···-· No Overland Flow Contain- No to Nearby Residents-......... 
Gas Potential to Release........ No 

Gas Containment................. No 
ment 

Net Precipitation ............. : •••••..••• No Runoff .................................... No Area of Contamination-........ No Gas Source Type ..... _......... No 
Depth to Aquifer.:. •.•••• ~ .... : .......... No Distance to ·Surface Water •. No 
Travel Time ........ - .......... : .......... No Flood Frequency .... : ............. No 

Gas Migration Potential....... No 
Particulate Potential to No 

Aood Containment .... : ......... No Release ............................... .: 
Particulate ContaiNnent -... No 
Particulate Source Type...... No 
Particulate Migration Po- No 
tential. 

waste Characteristics Waste Characterlstlca Waste Characteristics Waste Characteristics 

Toxicity .................... -..................... Yes Toxicity/Ecotoxicity.................. Yes/ Toxicity...................................... Yes Toxicity...................................... Yes 
Yes 

Mobility···-·-··---···--··--··-······· NO 
Hazardous Waste Quantity........... YeS 

Persistence/Mobility-................ Yes/No Hazardous Waste Quantity..... Yes Mobility ...................................... No 

Targets 

Nearest Well .......... - ...... - ........... . 
Population ..... - ....... - .. -----·--· 
Resources ................... - .............. .. 
Wellhead Protection Area ........... . 

Yes• 
Yes• 
No 
No 

Bioaccumulation PotentiaL.... No 

Hazardous Waste Quantity..... Yes 

Targets 

Nearest Intake ......................... . 
Drinking Water PopUlation .... .. 
Resources .......................... - ...• 
Sensitive Environments ......... :. 
Human Food Chain Individ-

ual 
Human Food Chain Popula. 

tion. 

Targets 

Resident Individual-............... . 
Resident Population ............... .. 
Workers ....................... : ............ . 
Resources ............................... .. 
Terrestrial Sensitive Environ-

meots. . 

Yes• 
Yes• 
No 
No 
No 

Hazardous Waste Quantity..... Yes 

Targets 

Nezrest Individual ................... . 
Population ............... - .... _ ...... .. 
Resources ..... - ....................... . 
Sensitive Environments ......... . 

Yes• 
Yes• 
No 
No 

Nearby Individual...................... No 
Population Within 1 Mile-...... No 

• Factors evaluated differently are denoted by "yes"; factors not evaluated differenUy are denoted by "no." 
• Difference is in the determination of Level I and Level II concentrations. 

In general, sites containing mixed 
radioactive and other hazardous substances 

. involve more evaluation than sites containing 
only radionuclides. For sites containing 
mixed radioactive and other hazardous 
substances, HRS factors are evaluated based 
on considerations of both the radioactive 
substances and the other hazardous · 
substances in order to derive a single .set of 
factor values for each factor category-in each 
of the four pathways. Thus, t}t. HRS score for 
these sites reflects the combined potential 
hazards posed by both the radioactive and 
other hazardous substances. 

Section 7 is organized by factor category. 
similar to sections 3 through 6. Pathway
specific differences in evaluation criteria are 
specified under each factor category. as 
appropriate. These differences apply largely 
to the soil exposure pathway and to sites 
containing mixed radioactive and other 
hazardous substances. All evaluation criteria 
specified in sections 2 through 6 must be met. 
except where modified in section 7. 

7.1 Likelihood of release/likelihood of 
e~posure. Evaluate likelihood of release for 
the three migration pathways and likelihood 
of exposure for the soil exposure pathway as 

specified in sections 2 through 6. except 
establish an observed release and observed 
contamination as specified in section 7.1.1. 
When an observed release cannot be 
established for a migration pathway, evaluate 
potential to release as specified in section 
7.1.2. When observed contamination cannot 
be established. do not evaluate the soil 
exposure pathway. 

7.1.1 Observed relellse/observed 
-contamination. For radioactive lrubstances, 
establish an observed release for each 
migration pathway by demonstrating that the 
site has released a radioactive substance to 
the pathway (or watershed or aquifer, as 
appropriate); establish observed 
contamination for the soil exposure pathway 
as indicated below. Base these 
demonstrations on one or more of the 
following. as appropriate to the pathway 
being evaluated: 

• Direct observation: 
-For each migration pathway, a material 

that contains one or more 
radionuclides has been seen entering 
the atmosphere, surface water. or 
ground water, as appropriate, or is 
known to have entered ground water 

or surface water through direct 
deposition. or 

-For the surface water migration 
pathway, a source ilrea containing 
radioactive substances has been 
flooded at a time that radioactive 
substances were present and one or 
more radi-oactive substances were in 
contact with the flood waters. 

• Analysis of radionuclide concentrations 
in samples appropriate to the pathway {that 
is, ground water, soil, air. surface water, 
benthic, or sediment samples): 

-For radionuclides that occur naturally 
and for radionuclides that are 
ubiquitous in the environment: 

--Measured concentration (in units of 
activity, for example. pCi per 
kilogram [pCi/kg}. pCi per liter 
[pCi/1]. pCi per cubic meter [pCi/ 
m'}) of a given radionuclide in the 
sample are at a level that: 
---Equals or exceeds a value 2 

standard deviations above the 
mean site-specific background 
concentration for that 
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radionuclide in that type of 
sample.or . 

---Exceeds the upper-limit value 
of the range of regional 
background concentration 
values for that specific · 
radionuclide bi that type of 
sample. · ' 

- -Some portion of the increase must be 
attributable to the site to establish 
the observed release (or observed 
contamination), and 

- -F.or the soil exposure pathway only. 
the radionuclide lll\ISt also be 

· pr~t at the surface or covered by 
· 2 feet or less of cover material {for 
example, ·.om to. eStablish observed 
contamination. · 

-For man-made radionuclides wit.'lout 
ubiquitous background concentrations 

· in the enVironment: -
- -Measw-ed concentration (in units of 

activity} of a :given radionuclide in 
· a sample equali> or exceeds the 

sample quanti~tiOJ1limit for that 
. specific radiomsclide bl that type of 
media and is attributable tG the · 
site. · · ., '- ·· · 

--However. if the radionuclide 
-concentration equals or exceeds 'its 
sample quantitation limit, but its 
release can also be attributed to. 
-oae or more aeigbboring sites. then · 
. the measured concentration of that . 
radionuclide m~t also equal or 
exceed a .value either 2 standard 
de1.i&tions above the mean . 
c:onCentration of that radionuclide 

. contributed by those neighboring 
sites or 3 times its background 

·1:0ncentration. whichever is lower, 
--If the sample quantitation limit 

cannot be established: 
· --~If the sample analysis was 

performed under the EPA 
~tract Laboratory Program. 
use -the EPA contract-required 
quantitation limit (CRQL) in 
·place of the sainple 
quantitation limit in 
establishing an observed 
release (or observed 
contamination). 

---If the sample analysis is not 
performed under the EPA 
Contract Labatory PrOgram, 
use the deteCtion limit in 
place or'thti sample . 
quantitatioR limit 

--For the soil exposure pathway only, 
the radionuclide must .also be 
present at the surface or covered by 
2 feet or lesa of cover material (for 
example. soil} to establish observed 
t:ontamination. 

. •·· Gamma radiation measurements {applies 
only to observed contamination. for the so[ 
exposure pathW&y): 

-~ gamma tadiation exposure l'8te, as 
_. measured in lnicroroentgena per hour 

(,...R/hr) ·using a survey instrument held 
1 meter above the ground surface (or 1 
meter away from an aboveground 
IGUNe}.·equals or exteeds 2 times the 
site-specific background gamma 
radiation exposure rate. 

-Some portion of the increase must be 
· attributable to the site to establish 

observed contamination. The gamma
emitting radionnclides do not have to 
be within 2 feet of the surface of the 
source;" 

For the three migration pathways. if an 
observed release can be established for the 
pathway (or aquifer or watershed. as 
·appropriate). aaaign the pathway (or aquifer 
or watershed) an observed release factor 
value of 550 and proceed to section 7 .2. If an 

.observed release cannot be established. 
assign an observed release factor value of 0 
and proceed to section 7.1..2. 

For the soil exposure pathway. if observed 
contamination can be established. assign the 
likelihood of exposure factor for resident 
population a value of 550 if there is an area of 
observed contamination m one__.or more 
locations listed in section 5.1; evaluate the 
likelihood of exposure factor for nearby 
population as specified in section 5.2.1; and 
proceed to section 7 .2. If observed 
.contamination cannot be established. do not 
evaluate the soil exposure pathway. 
. At sites containing mixed radioactive and 
other hazardous substances. evaluate 
observed release (or observed 
contamination) separately for radionuclides 
as described in this section and for other 
hazardous substances as described in 
sections 2 through 6. 

For the.1hree migration pathways, if an 
observed. release can be established based on 
eitber·radionuclides or other hazardous 

. aubstances. or both. usign the pathway (or 
. · aquifer or watershed) an observed release 

factor value of 550 and proceed to section 7 .2. 
·If an observe(helease carutot be established 

. based on either radionuclidea or other 
· hazardous substances. assign an observed 
release factor value of 0 and proceed to 
section 7.1.2. . 

For the soil exposure pathway. if observed 
contamination can be established based on 
either radionuclides or other haZardous 
$Ubstances, or both, oassign the likelihood of 
exposure factor for resident population a 
value of 550 if there is an area of observed 
contamination in one or more locations listed 
in section 5.1; evaluate the likelihood of 
exposure factor for nearby population as 
specified in section 5.2.1: and proceed to 
section 7 .2. If observed contamination cannot 
be established baaed .on either radionuclides 
or other hazardous substances, do n9t 
evaluate the soil exposure pathway. 

7.1.% Poter.i. ·,,J to release. For the three 
migration pathways, evaluate potential to 
release for sites co~taining radionuclides in 
the aame manner as specified for sites 

· containing other hazardous substances. Base 
the evaluation on the physical and chemical 
properties of the radionuclides, oot on their 

· level of radioactivity. 
For sites containing mixed radioactive and 

other hazardous substances, evaluate 
potential to release considering radionuclides 
and other hazardous substances together. 
Evaluate potential to release for each 
migration pathway as specified in sections 3, 
4, or 6, as appropriate. 

7.2 Woste characteristics. For radioactive 
substances, evaluate the human toxicity 
factor, the ecosystem toxicity factor, the 

surface.water persistence factor. and the 
hazardous waste quantity factor as specified 
in the following sections. Evaluate aU other 
waste characteristic factors as specified in 
sections 2 through 6. . 

7.2.1 Human toxicity; For radioactive 
substances. evaluate the human toxicity 
factor as specified below. not as specified in 
section 2.4.1.1. 

Assign human toxicity factor values to 
those radionuclides available to the pathway 
based on quantitative dose-respoDSe 
parameters for cancer risks as follows: 

• Evaluate rMlicmuclides only on the basis 
of carcinogenicity and assign all 
radionuclides to weight-of-evidence category 
A. 

• Assign a human toxicity factor value 
· from Table 7-2 to each radionuclide based on 
its slojJe factor (also referred to as cancer 
potency factor). 

-For each radionuclide. use the hig.IJer of 
the slope factors· for .inhalation and 
ingestion to assign the factor value. 

-If only one slope factor is available for 
the radionuclide •. use it to assign the 
toxicity factor value. 

-If no slope factor is available for the 
radionuclide. assign that radionuclide 
a toxicity factor value of 0 and use 
other radionuclides for which a slope 
factor is available to evaluate the 
pathway . 

• If all radionuclides available to a 
particular pathway are assigned a human 
.toxicity factor value of 0 (that is, no slope 
factor-is available for all the radionuclides ), 
use a default human toxicity factor value of 
1,000 as the human toxicity factor value for 
an radiOD.uclides available to the pathway. 

. At sites containing mixed rsdioactive and 
other hazardous- substances, evaluate the 
toxicity factor separately for the radioactive 
and -other hazardous substances and assign 
each a separate toxicity factor value. This 
applies regardless of whether the radioactive 
and .ether .huaroous substances are 
physically separated, combined chemically, 
or simply mixed together. Assign toxicity 
factor values to the radionuclides as specified 
above and to the other hazardoas substances 
as specified in section 2.4.1.1. 

At sites containing mixed-radioactive and 
other hazardous substances, if all 
radionuclides available to a particular 
pa~way·are assigned a human toxicity factor 
value of 0. use a default human toxicity factor 
value of 1,000 for all those radionuclides even 
if nonradioactive hazardous substances 
available to the pathway are assigned human 
toxicity faCtor values greater than 0. . 
Similarly, if all nonradioactive hazardous 
substances available to the pathway are 

· assigned a human toXicity factor value of 0, 
use a default human toxicity factor value of 
100 for all these nonradioactive hazardous 
substances even if radionuclides available to 
the pathway are-assigned human toxicity 
factor values greater than 0. · 

7.2.2 Ecosystem toxidty. For the surface 
water environmental threat (see sections 4.1.4 
and 4.2.4). assign an ecosystem toxicity factor 
value to radionuclides (alone or combined 
chemically or mixed with other hazardous 
substances) using the same slope facto~ and 
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procedures specified for the human toxicity 
factor in section 7.2.1, except use a default of 
100. notl.,OOO, if all radionuclides eligible to 
be evaluated for ecosystem toxicity receive 
an ecosystem toxicity factor value of 0. 

TABLE 7-2.-TOXICITY FACTOR VALUES 
FOR RADIONUCUOES 

Cancer slope factor • (SF) (pQy • 

3 X 10-11
::; SF·····-·········-·-·-···-··-·····--··· 

3x1o-••::;SF<3x1o-".-·····--·-····-·-···· 
SF <3 X 10'12 

-··-·-···-··--···-·· 
SF not available for the radionuclide _: .... 

10,000 
1,000 
100 
0 

• Radionuclide slope factOrs are estimates of ""e- · 
averaged, indMdual lifetime total excess cancer -risk 
per picocurie of radionuclide inhaled or ingested. 

At sites containing mixed radioactive and 
other hazardous substances. evaluate the 

. ecosystem· toxicity factor separately for the 
radioactive and other hazardous substances 
and assign each a separate ecosystem 
toxicity factor value. This applies regardless 
of whether the radioactive and other 
hazardous substances are physically 
separated. combined chemically~ or simply 
mixed together. Assign ecosystem toxicity 
factor values to the radionuclides as specified 
above and to the other hazardous substances 
as specified in sections 4.1.4.2.1.1 and 
4.2.4.2.1.1. If all radionuclides available to a 
particular. pathway are assigned an 
ecosystem toxicity factor value of 0. use a 
default ecosystem toxicity factor value of 100 
for all these radionuclides even if 
nonradioactive hazardous substances 
available to the pathway a,re assigned 
ecosystem toxicity factor values greater than 
o. Similarly, if all nonradioactive hazardous 
substances available to the pathway are 
assigned an ecosystem toxicity factor value 
of 0, use a .default ecosystem toxicity factor 
value ot 100 for all these nonradioactive 
hazardous iubstances even if radionuclides 
available to the pathway are assigned 
ecosystem toxicity factor values greater than 
·o. 

7 .2.3 Persistence. For radionuclides, 
evaluate the surface water persistence factor 
based solely on half-life; do not include 
sorption to sediments in the evaluation as is 
done for nonradioactive hazardous 
substances. Assign a pers}stence factor value 
from Table 4-10 (section 4.1.2.2.1.2) to each 
radionuclide based on half-life (t,,.) 
calculated as follows: 

where: 

1 
ttt•=--

!.+!. 
r v 

r=Radioactive lialf-life. 
v= Volatilization half-life. 

If the volatilization half-life cannot be 
estimated for a radionuclide from available 
data, delete it from the equation. Select the 
portion of Table 4-10 to use in assigning the 
persistence factor value as specified in 
section 4.1.2.2.1.2. 

At sites containing mixed radioactive and 
other hazardous substances. evaluate the 
persistence factor separately for each 
radionuclide and for each nonradioactive 
hazardous substance, even if the available 
data indicate that they are combined 
chemically. Assign a persistence factor value 
to each radionuclide as specified in this 
section and to each nonradioactive 
hazardous substance as specified in section 
4.1.2.2.1.2. When combined chemjcally, assign 
a single persistence factor value based on the 
higher of .the two values assigned 
(individually) to the radioactive and 
nonraqioactive components. . 

7.2.4 Selection of substance potentially 
posing greatest hazard. For each migration 
pathway (threat. aquifer, or watershed. as 
appropriate), select the radioactive substance 
or nonradioactive hazardous substance that 
potentially poses the greatest hazard based 
on its toxicity factor value, combined with 
the applicable mobility, persistence, and/or 
bioaccurnulation (or ecosystem 
bioaccurnulation) potential factor values. 
Combine these factor values u specified in 
sections 2. 3, 4, and 6. For the soil exposure 
pathway, base the selection on the toxicity 
factor alone (see sections 2 and 5). 

7 .2.5 Hazardous waste quantity. To 
calculate the hazardous waste quantity factor 
value for sites containing radioactive 
substances, evaluate source hazardous waste 
quantity (see section 2.4.2.1) using only the 
following two measures in the following 
hierarchy (these measures are consistent 
with Tiers A and B for nonradioactive 
hazardous substances in sections 2.4.2.1.1 
and 2.4.2.1.2): 

• Radionuclide constituent quantity (Tier 
A). 

• Radionuclide wastestream quantity (Tier 
B). 

7.2.5.1 Source hazardous waste quantity 
for radionuclides. For each migration 
pathway, assign a source hazardous waste 
quantity value to each source having a 
containment factor value greater than 0 for 
the pathway being evaluated. For the soil 
exposure pathway, assign a source hazardous 
waste quantity value to each area of 
observed contamination. as applicable to the 
threat being evaluated; Allocate hazardous 
substances and hazardous wastestreams to 
specific sources (or areas of observed 
contamination) as specified in section 2.4.2. 

7 .2.5.1.1 Radionuclide constituent 
quantity (Tier A). Evaluate radionuclide 
constituent quantity for each source (or area 
of observed contamination) based on the 
activity content of the radionuclides 
allocated to the source (or area of observed 
contamination) as follows: 

• Estimate the net activity content (in 
curies) for the source (or area of observed 
contamination) based on: 

-Manifests, or 
-Either of the following equations, as 

applicable: 

n 
N=9.1X10-'(V) l: ACt 

i=1 

where: 

or, 

N=Estimated net activity content 
(in curies) for the source (or 
area of observed 
contamination). 

V=Total volume of material (in 
cubic yards) in a source (or 
area of observed 

·contamination) containing 
radionuclides: 

AC;=Activity concentration above 
the respective background 
concentration (in pCi/g) for 
each radionuclide i allocated 
to the source (or area of 
observed contamination). 

n=Number of radionuclides 
allocated to the source (or 
area of observed 
contaminP.tion) above the 
respective background 
concentrations. 

n 
N=3.8X10- 12{V) l: ACt 

i=l 

where: 
N =Estimated net activity content 

(in curies) for the source (or 
area of observed 
contamination). 

V =Total volume of material (in 
gallons) in a source (or area of 
observed contamination) 
containing radionuclides. 

ACt=Activity concentration above 
the respective background 
concentration (in pCi/1) for 
each radionuclide i allocated 
to the source (or area of 
observed contamination). 

n=Number of radionuclides 
allocated to the source (or 
area of observed 
contamination) above the 
respective background 
concentrations. 

--Estimate volume for the source (or 
voltime for the area of observed 
contamination) based on records or 
measurements. · 

--For the soil exposure pathway, in 
estimating the volume for areas of 
observed contamination. do not 
·include more than the first 2 feet of 
depth, except for those types of 
areas of observed contamination 
listed in Tier C of Table 5-2 
(section 5.1.2.2), include the entire 
depth, not just that within 2 feet of 
the surface. 

• Convert from curies of radionuclides to 
equivalent pounds of nonradioactive 
hazardous substances by multiplying the . 
activity estimate for the source (or area of 
observed contamination) by 1.000. 

• Assign this resulting product as the 
radionuclide constituent quantity value for 
the source (or area of observed 
contamination). 

If the radionuclide constituent quantity for 
the source (or area of observed 
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contamination) ·is adequately determined 
{that is. the total activity of all radionuclides 
in the sou!"'"..e and releases from the source [or 
in the area of observed contamination} is 
known or is estimated with reasonable 
confidence). do 110t evaluate the radionuclide 
wastestream quantity measure in section 
7 .2.5.1.2.lnstead. assign radionuclide 
wastestream qulintity a value of 0 and 
proc:eed to !lecti(ln 7 .2.5.1.3. lf the 
radionuclide constituent quaritity is not 
adequately determined. a~sigri the source (or 
area of oQ&erved contamination) a value for 
radionuclide constituent quantity based on 
the available data and proceed to section 
7 .2.5.1.2. . . 

- 7.2.5.1.2 RDdionuclide wastestream 
quantity (Tier B). Evaluate radionuclide 
wastestream quantity for the source (or area 
af observed contamination} based on the 
activity content of radionuclide wastestreams 
<~llocated to the source (or area of observed 
contamination) as follows: 

• Estimate the total volume (in cubic 
yards or in gall~s) of wastestreams 
containing radionuclides allocated to the 
S()urce (or area of observed contamination). 

• Divide the volume in cubic yards by 
0.55 (or the volume in gallons by 110) to 
convert to the· activity content expressed in 
terms of equivalent pounds of nonradioactive· 
hazardous substances. · 

• Assign the resulting value as the 
radionuclide wastestream quantity value for 
the source (or area of observed 
contamination). - . 

7 .2.5.1.3 Calculation of sourr:e hazardous 
Mraste quantity value for rodionuclides. 
Select the higher of the values assig(led to L'te 
source (or area ot observed contamination} 
for,radisnuclide constituent quantity and 
radionuclide wastestream quantity. Assign _ 
this value as the source hazardous waste 
quantity value for the source (or area of 
observed contamination}. Do not round to th 
nearest integer., 

7.2.5.2 . Calculation of hazardous waste 
quantitY factor value for rodionuclides. Sum 
the source hnardous waste quantity values 
assigned to all sources {or areas of observed 
contamination) for the J)athway being 
evaluated and round this sum to the nearest 
integer, except if the sum is greater than 0, 
but less· than 1. ~ound it to 1. Btied on this 

·value, select a hazardous waste quantity · 
factor value for this pathway from Table 2~ 
(section 2.4.2.2). 

For a migration pathway. if the 
rildionuclide constituent quantity is 
adequately determined [see section 7.2.5.1.1) 
for all sources (or all portions of sources and 
releases remaining after a removal action), 
assign the value from Table 2-6 as the 
hazardous waste quantity factor value for the 
pathway.lf the radionuclide constituent 
quantity is not adequately determined for one 
or more sources (or one or more portions of 
sources or releases remaining after a removal 
action), assign a factor value as follows: 

• · If any target for that migration pathway 
is subject to Level I or Level II concentration 
(see section 7.3), assign either the value from 
Table 2~ or a value of 100, whichever is 
greater. as the hazardous waste quantity 
factor value for that pathway. 

• If none of the targets for that pathway is 
subject to Level I or Level D concentrations. 
assign a factor value as follows: 

-If there has been no removal action. 
assign either the value from Table 2-6 
or a value of 10. whichever is greater. 

. as the hazardous waste quantity factor 
value for that pathway. 

-If there bas been a removal action: 
--Determine values from Table 2-6 

with and without consideration of 
the removal action. 

--If the value that would be assigned 
from Table 2-6 without 
consideration of the removal action 
would be 100 or greater, assign 
either the value from Table 2-6 
with consideration of the removal 
action or a value of 100. whichever 
is greater. as the hazardous waste 
quantity factor value for the 
pathway. 

--If the .value that woUld be assigned 
from Table-2-6 without 
consideration of the removal action · 
would be less than 100. assign a · 
value of 10 as the hazardous waste 
quantity factor value for the. 
pathway. 

For the soil exposure pathway. if the ' 
radionuclide constituent quantity is 
adequately determined for all areas {)f 
observed contamination. assign the value 
from Table 2-6 as the hazardous waste 
quantity factor value. If the radionuclide 
constituent quantity is not adequately 
determined for one or more areas of observed 
contamination. assi8fl either the value from 
Table 2-6 or a value of 10. whichever is 
greater, as the hazardous waste quantity 
factor value. 

7..2.5.3 CAlculation of hazordous waste 
quantity {actor value for sites CO!Ilaining 
mixed radioactive and other hazardous 
substances. For each source (or area of 
observed contamination} containing mixed 
radioactive and other hazardous substances, 
calculate two S()urce hazardous waste 
quantity values-one based on radionuclides 
as specified in sections 7 .2.5.1 through 
7.2.5.1.3 and the other based on the 
nonradioactive hazardous substances as 
specified in sections 2.4.2.1 through 2.4.2.1.5 
{that is, determine each value as if the other 
type of substance was not present}. Sum the 
two values to determine a combined source 
hazardous waste quantity value for the 
source (or area of observed contamination}. 
Do not r<nmd this value to the nearest integer. 

Use thi;; .:ombined sou..-ce hazardous waste 
quantity value to calcwate the hazardous 
waste quantity factor value for the pathway 
as specified in section 2.4.2.2, except: if either 
the hazardous constituent quantity or the 
radionuclide constituent quantity, or both, 
are not adequately determined for one or 
more sources (or one or more portions of 
sources or releases remaining after a removal 
action) or for one or more areas of observed 
contamination, as applicable. assign the 
value from Table 2-6 or the default value 
applicable for the pathway, whichever is 
greater, as the hazardous waste quantity 
factor value for the pathway. 

7.3 Targets. For radioactive substances. 
evaluate the targets factor c<>•egozy as 

specified in section 2.5 and sections 3 through 
6, except: establish Levell and Level D 
concentrations at sampling locations as 
specified in sections 7 .3.1 and 7.3.2. 

For all pathways (and threats}, use the 
same target distance limits for sites 
containing radioactive substances as is 
specified in sections 3 through 6 for sites 
containing nonradioactive hazardous 
substances. At sites containing mixed 
radioactive and other hazardous substances, 
include all sources (or areas of observed 
contamination) at the site in identifying the 
applicable targets for the pathway. · 

7 .3.1 Le-.rel of contamination at a 
sampling location. Determine whether Level I 
or Level D concentrations apply at a sampling 
location (and thus to the asilociated targets) 
as follows: 

• Select the benchmarks from section 7 .3.2 
applicable to the pathway (or threat) being 
evaluated. 

• Compare the concentrations of 
radi.:muclides in the sample (or comparable 
samples) to their bencluml.rk concentrations 
for the pathway (or threat) as specified in 
section 7 .3.2. Treat comparable samples as 
spe«ified in section_2.5.1. . 

• Determine which level applies based on 
this comparison. . 

• lf none. of the radionuclides eligibl~ to be 
evaluated for ihe lampling location have an 
applicabie benchmark. assign Level n to the 
actual contamination at that sampling 
location for the pathway (or threat). 

• ln making the comparison. consider only 
those samples. and only those radionuclides 
in the sample, that meet the criteria for an 
observed release {or observed 
contamination) for the pathway, except 
tissue samples from aquatic human food 
chain organisms may also be used for the 
human food chain threat of the surface water 
pathway as specif..ed in sections 4.1.3.3 and 
4.2.3.3. 

7.3.2 Comparison to benchmarks. Use the 
foHowi.'lg media specific benchmarks 
(expressed in activity units. for example. pCi/ 
l for water, pCi/kg for soil and for aquatic ·-
human food chain organiSlll8, and pCi/m' for 
air) for making the comparisons for the 
indicated pathway (or threat): 

• Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs}
g::ound water migration pathway and 
drinking water threat in surface water 
migration ~thway. 

• Uranium Mill Tailings Radiation Control 
Act (UMTRCA} standards-soil expoS".ue 
pathway only. 

• Screening concentration for cancer 
corresponding to that concentration that 
corresponds to the to-• individual cancer risk 
for inhalation exposures (air migration 
pathway}-or for oral exposures (ground water 
migration pathway: drinking water or human 
food chain threats in surface water migration 
pathway: and soil exposure pathway). -

-For the S()i) exposure pathway. include 
two screening concentrations for 
cancei'-One for ingestion of surface 
materials and one for external 
radiation exposures from gamma
emitting radionuclides in surface 
materials. 
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Select the benchmark[s) applicable to the 
pathway [or threat) being evaluated. 
Compare the concentration of each 
.radionuclide from the sampling location to its 
benchmark concentration[s) for that pathway 
[or threat). Use only those samples and only 
those radionuclides in the sample that meet 
the criteria for an observed release [or 
observed contamination) for the pathway. 
except tissue samples from aquatic human 

-food chain organisms may be used as 
specified in sections 4.1.3.3 and 4.2.3.3. If the 
concentration of any applicable radionuclide 
from any sample equals or exceeds its 
benchmark concentration. consider the 
sampling location to be subject to Levell 
concentrations for that pathway [or threat). If 
more than one benchmark applies to the 
radionuclide. assign Levell if the · 
radionuclide concentration equals or exceeds 
the lowest applicable benchmark 
concentration. In addition. for the soil 
exposure pathway. assign Levell 
concentrations at the sampling location if 
measured gamma radiation exposure rates 
equal or exceed 2 times the background level 
(see section 7.1.1). 

If no radionuclide individually equals or 
exceeds its benchmark concentration, but 

/ 

more than one radionuclide either meets the 
criteria for an observed release [or observed 
contamination) for the sample or is eligible to 
be evaluated for a tissue sample (see sections 
4.1.3.3 and 4.2.3.3), calculate a value for index 
I for these radionuclides as specified in 
section 2.5.2. If I equals or exceeds 1, assign 
Levell to the sampling location. If I is less 
than 1. assign Level n. 

At sites containing mixed radioactive and 
other hazardous substances, establish the 
level of contamination for each sampling 
location considering radioactive substances 
and nonradioactive hazardous substances , 
separately. Compare the concentration of 
each radionuclide and each nonradioactive 
hazardous substance from the sampling 
location to its respective benchmark 
concentration(s). Use only those samples and 
only those substances in the sample that 
meet the criteria for an observed release [or 
observed contamination) for the pathway 
except tissue samples from aquatic human 
food chain organisms may be used as 
specified in sections 4.1.3.3 and 4.2.3.3. If the 
concentration of one or more _applicable 
radionuclides or other hazardous substances 
from any sample equals or exceeds its 
benchmark concentration, consider the 

sampling location to be subject to LeveU 
i:oncentrations. If more than one benchmark 
applies to a radionuclide or other hazardous 
substance. assign Levell if the concentration 
of the radionuclide or other hazardous 
substance equals or exceeds its lowest 
applicable benchmark concentration. 

If no radionuclide or other hazardous 
substance individually exceed a benchmark 
concentration, but more than one 
radionuclide or other hazardous substance 
either meets the criteria for an observed 
release (or observed contamination) for the 
sample or is eligible to be evaluated for a 
tissue sample. calculate an index I for both 
types of substances as specified in section 
2.5.2. Sum the index I values for the two types 
of substances. If the value, individually or 
combined. equals or exceeds 1, assign Levell 
to the sample location. If it is less than 1. 
calculate an index J for the nonradioactive 
hazardous substances as specified in section 
2.5.2. If J equals or exceeds 1. assign Levell to 
the sampling location. If J is less than 1. 
as$ign Level n. 
(FR Doc. 90-27195 Filed 12-13-90:8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE~ 
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Superfund Chemical Data Matrix (SCDM) 

The Superfund Chemical Data Matrix (SCDM) is a source for factor values and benchmark 
values applied when evaluating potential National Priorities List (NPL) sites using the Hazard 
Ranking System (HRS). Factor values are part of the HRS mathematical equation for 
determining the relative threat posed by a hazardous waste site and reflect hazardous 
substance characteristics, such as toxicity and persistence in the environment, substance 
mobility, and potential for bioaccumulation. Benchmarks are environment- or health-based 
substance concentration limits developed by or used in other EPA regulatory programs. SCDM 
contains HRS factor values and benchmark values for hazardous substances that are 
frequently found at sites evaluated using the HRS, as well as the physical, chemical, and 
radiological data used to calculate those values. The accompanying SCDM Methodology 
report describes how data are selected or calculated for inclusion in SCDM and how SCDM 
data, HRS factor values, and benchmarks are presented in formatted printouts. 

On January 28, 2004, EPA released an updated SCDM with many revisions to the HRS factor 
values and benchmarks. These revisions were necessary both because of updates in the 
SCDM procedures used to assign HRS factor values and benchmarks and because of revisions 
to pertinent standards and criteria for individual hazardous substances and their associated 
characteristics. 

 
You will need Adobe Acrobat Reader to view some of the files on this page.  

See EPA's PDF page to learn more about PDF, and for a link to the free Acrobat 
Reader. 

 
Superfund Chemical Data Matrix Report 

SCDM Methodology Report PDF 
Part 1 - Table of Contents and Introduction (PDF) (5 pp, 283K)  

Disclaimer 

The Superfund Chemical Data Matrix (SCDM) is a database containing factor values 
and benchmark values used for applying the Hazard Ranking System (HRS) [40 CFR 
Part 300 Appendix A, 55 FR 51583] to evaluate potential National Priorities List (NPL) 
sites. The physical, chemical, toxicological, and radiological parameters used to 
calculate the factor values and benchmarks contained in SCDM are obtained from 
references listed in Chapters 2 and 3 of the SCDM Methodology. The references and 
the data extracted from them were selected to meet specific HRS requirements and 
conditions which may not be applicable or representative for other uses. In addition, 
the parameter values are updated only on an "as needed" basis. As a screening tool, 
the HRS and SCDM are used for quickly assessing sites at the screening stage and 
data used to perform this task may not be applicable for other site specific purposes. 

The parameter values in SCDM should be used for HRS and NPL purposes only. 

National Priorities List (NPL)
Last updated on Tuesday, January 13th, 2009.

http://www.epa.gov/superfund/sites/npl/hrsres/tools/scdm.htm

Page 1 of 3Superfund Chemical Data Matrix (SCDM) | National Priorities List (NPL) | US EPA

3/30/2009http://www.epa.gov/superfund/sites/npl/hrsres/tools/scdm.htm



Part 2 - Data Selection Methodology (PDF) (22 pp, 1.9MB)  
Part 3 - Calculations in SCDM (PDF) (28 pp, 1.19MB)  

Appendix A - Chemical Data, Factor Values, and Benchmarks for Chemical Substances 
PDF 

Part 1 - Acenaphthene to Cesium (PDF) (70 pp, 1.62MB)  
Part 2 - Cesium 137(+D) (radionuclide) to Dichloropropane, 1,2 (PDF) (70 pp, 
1.7MB)  
Part 3 - Dichloropropene, 1,3- to Hexachlorodibenzofuran 1,2,3,7,8,9 (PDF) (70 
pp, 1.7MB)  
Part 4 - Hexachlorodibenzofuran 2,3,4,6,7,8- to Plutonium 236 (radionuclide) 
(PDF) (70 pp, 1.6MB)  
Part 5 - Plutonium 238 (radionuclide) to Thorium 231 (radionuclide) (PDF) (70 
pp, 1.6MB)  
Part 6 - Thorium 232 (radionuclide) to Zinc 65 (radionuclide) and Footnotes 
(PDF) (61 pp, 1.4MB)  

Appendix BI - Hazardous Substance Factor Values (PDF) (15 pp, 156K)  
Appendix BII - Hazardous Substance Benchmarks (PDF) (32 pp, 414K)  
Appendix C - Hazardous Substance Synonyms Report (PDF) (3 pp, 73K)  
SCDM Interim Revised Values for Ammonia; Asbestos; Atrazine; Dibutyltin; Furfural; 
Nitrobenzene; Nitrosodimethylamine, N-; Perchlorate; Tributyltin; Tributyltin 
Chloride; Tributyltin Oxide; and Trichloroethylene (TCE) 

Ammonia Appendix A (PDF) (7 pp, 191K)  
Ammonia Appendices BI & BII (PDF) (6 pp, 135K)  
Asbestos Appendix A (PDF) (7 pp, 149K)  
Asbestos Appendices BI & BII (PDF) (6 pp, 135K)  
Atrazine Appendix A (PDF) (5 pp, 143K)  
Atrazine Appendices BI & BII (PDF) (7 pp, 126K)  
Dibutyltin Appendix A (PDF) (7 pp, 190K)  
Dibutyltin Appendices BI & BII (PDF) (6 pp, 127K)  
Furfural Appendix A (PDF) (5 pp, 201K)  
Furfural Appendices BI & BII (PDF) (1 pg, 65K)  
Nitrobenzene Appendix A (PDF) (5 pp, 205K)  
Nitrobenzene Appendices BI & BII (PDF) (1 pg, 51K)  
Nitrosodimethylamine, N- Appendix A (PDF) (5 pp, 207K)  
Nitrosodimethylamine, N- Appendices BI & BII (PDF) (6 pp, 138K)  
Perchlorate Appendix A (PDF) (5 pp, 67K)  
Perchlorate Appendices BI & BII (PDF) (7 pp, 59K)  
Tributyltin Appendix A (PDF) (7 pp, 181K)  
Tributyltin Appendices BI & BII (PDF) (6 pp, 128K)  
Tributyltin Chloride Appendix A (PDF) (7 pp, 141K)  
Tributyltin Chloride Appendices BI & BII (PDF) (6 pp, 161K)  
Tributyltin Oxide Appendix A (PDF) (7 pp, 135K)  
Tributyltin Oxide Appendices BI & BII (PDF) (6 pp, 129K)  
Trichloroethylene (TCE) Appendix A (PDF) (7 pp, 183K)  
Trichloroethylene (TCE) Appendices BI & BII (PDF) (1 pg, 37K)  

Please note that the January 2004 SCDM was developed by compiling a list of CERCLA 
hazardous substances used in the scoring of NPL sites since 1990. The previous SCDM 
versions were developed using all substances ever scored at a site using the original HRS. 
The January 2004 SCDM does not include any substance that has not been used in the 
scoring of a site since 1990, even if previously listed in SCDM. 

There are 17 new entries (PDF) (1 pg, 41K) (with new CAS Numbers) in the January 2004 
version of SCDM that were not in the 1996 version. There are 235 fewer entries (PDF) (5 pp, 

58K). Some of these changes resulted from new naming conventions and more specific 
identification of isomers and congeners. Also, some substances were removed because they 
were pollutants and contaminants and not CERCLA hazardous substances. 
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NOTE: Please do not assume that any substance not listed in the January 2004 SCDM cannot 
be used for HRS scoring. The number of entries was reduced to save resources in developing, 
updating, and tracking changes in chemical properties. If values are needed for a substance 
that was not listed in the January 2004 SCDM and are thought to be critical to the listing 
decision, please request the value by calling the SCDM Helpline. As a preliminary value (for 
screening purposes only), the former 1996 value associated with the substance can be used, 
and EPA will verify the new value if necessary. For all technical questions concerning SCDM, 
please contact the SCDM Helpline. 

For SCDM information, contact: 
Ms. Yolanda Singer (singer.yolanda@epa.gov) 
US Environmental Protection Agency 
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20460 
Phone: (703) 603-8835 
Email: singer.yolanda@epa.gov 
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Page BI-1 HAZARD RANKING SYSTEM 

Hazardous Substance Factor Values 

28 Jan 2004 

SCDM Data Version : 1/27/2004 

Ground Water Mobility Bioaccumulation

Liquid Non-Liquid
Persistence

Food Chain Environment
Ecotoxicity

Air Gas Air Gas 

Substance Name CAS Number Toxicity Karst Non-Karst Karst Non-Karst River Lake Fresh Salt Fresh Salt Fresh Salt Migration Mobility Gas Part

Acenaphthene 000083-32-9 10 1.00E+00 1.00E-04* 2.00E-01 2.00E-05* 0.4000 0.4000 500.0 500.0 500.0 500.0 10000 1000* 11 0.2000 Yes Yes

Acenaphthylene 000208-96-8 0 1.00E+00 1.00E-04* 2.00E-01 2.00E-05* 0.4000 1.0000 500.0 500.0 500.0 500.0 0 0 11 0.0200 Yes Yes

Acetone 000067-64-1 1* 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 0.0700* 0.0700 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 100 1 17 1.0000 Yes No

Acrolein 000107-02-8 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 0.0700 0.0700 500.0 500.0 500.0 500.0 10000 1000 17 1.0000 Yes No

Acrylamide 000079-06-1 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.0000 1.0000 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 10 10 6 0.2000 Yes Yes

Alachlor** 015972-60-8 100 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 0.4000 0.0700 500.0 500.0 50.0 50.0 1000 1000 6 0.0200 Yes Yes

Aldrin 000309-00-2 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E-04 2.00E-03 2.00E-07 1.0000 1.0000 5000.0* 50000.0 50000.0 50000.0 10000 10000 6 0.0020 Yes Yes

Aluminum 007429-90-5 0 1.00E+00 1.00E+00* 1.00E+00* 1.00E+00* 1.0000 1.0000 50.0 50.0 5000.0* 5000.0* 100 100 ... ... No Yes

Americium** 007440-35-9 0 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 ... ... 1.0000 1.0000 5000.0 5000.0 5000.0 5000.0 0 0 ... ... No Yes

Aniline 000062-53-3 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.0000 0.4000 50.0* 50.0* 500.0 500.0 10000 10 11 1.0000 Yes No

Anthracene 000120-12-7 10 1.00E+00 1.00E-04* 2.00E-03 2.00E-07* 0.4000* 0.4000* 50000.0* 50000.0* 50000.0* 50000.0* 10000 10000* 6 0.0020 Yes Yes

Antimony 007440-36-0 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.0000 1.0000 5.0* 5.0* 5.0 50.0* 100 100 ... ... No Yes

Arsenic 007440-38-2 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.0000 1.0000 5.0 500.0 5000.0* 500.0 10 100 ... ... No Yes

Asbestos 001332-21-4 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E-04 ... ... 1.0000 1.0000 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0 0 ... ... No Yes

Barium 007440-39-3 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.0000 1.0000 500.0* 500.0* 500.0* 500.0* 1 1 ... ... No Yes

* Indicates difference between previous version of chemical data ( JUN 96 ) and current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ).

** Indicates new hazardous substance in current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ). 
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Substance Name CAS Number Toxicity Karst Non-Karst Karst Non-Karst River Lake Fresh Salt Fresh Salt Fresh Salt Migration Mobility Gas Part

Benz(a)anthracene 000056-55-3 1000 1.00E+00 1.00E-04* 2.00E-05 2.00E-09* 1.0000 1.0000 50000.0 50000.0 50000.0 50000.0 10000 10000 6 0.0020 Yes Yes

Benzene 000071-43-2 1000* 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 0.4000 0.4000 5000.0 5000.0 5000.0* 50000.0 1000* 1000 17 1.0000 Yes No

Benzidine 000092-87-5 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.0000 0.4000 50.0 50.0 5000.0* 5000.0* 100* 100* 0 0.0002 Yes Yes

Benzo(a)pyrene 000050-32-8 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E-04 2.00E-05 2.00E-09 1.0000 1.0000 50000.0 50000.0* 50000.0 50000.0* 10000 1000 6 0.0002 Yes Yes

Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 000191-24-2 0 1.00E+00 1.00E-04 2.00E-05 2.00E-09 1.0000 1.0000 50000.0 50000.0 50000.0 50000.0 0 0 ... ... No Yes

Benzo(j,k)fluorene (Fluoranthene) 000206-44-0 100 1.00E+00 1.00E-04* 2.00E-03 2.00E-07* 1.0000 1.0000 500.0* 5000.0 5000.0* 5000.0 10000 10000* 6 0.0020 Yes Yes

Benzo(k)fluoranthene 000207-08-9 100 1.00E+00 1.00E-04 2.00E-05 2.00E-09 1.0000 1.0000 50000.0 50000.0 50000.0 50000.0 0 0 6 0.0002 Yes Yes

Beryllium 007440-41-7 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.0000 1.0000 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 0 0 ... ... No Yes

Bis (2-ethylhexyl) phthalate 000117-81-7 100 1.00E+00 1.00E-04 2.00E-03 2.00E-07 1.0000 1.0000 50000.0 500.0* 50000.0 5000.0* 1000 1000* 6 0.0002* Yes Yes

Boron 007440-42-8 100 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.0000 1.0000 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0 0 ... ... No Yes

Bromodichloromethane 000075-27-4 100 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 0.4000 1.0000 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 0 0 17 1.0000 Yes No

Butylbenzyl phthalate 000085-68-7 10 1.00E+00 1.00E-04* 2.00E-01 2.00E-05* 1.0000 1.0000 500.0 500.0 500.0 500.0 1000* 1000* 6 0.0020 Yes Yes

Cadmium 007440-43-9 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.00E+00* 1.00E-02* 1.0000 1.0000 5000.0 50000.0* 50000.0* 50000.0* 10000* 1000 ... ... No Yes

Carbazole 000086-74-8 10 1.00E+00 1.00E-02* 2.00E-01 2.00E-03* 0.4000 0.0700 500.0 500.0 500.0 500.0 1000* 1000* 6* 0.0200* Yes Yes

* Indicates difference between previous version of chemical data ( JUN 96 ) and current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ).

** Indicates new hazardous substance in current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ). 
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Substance Name CAS Number Toxicity Karst Non-Karst Karst Non-Karst River Lake Fresh Salt Fresh Salt Fresh Salt Migration Mobility Gas Part

Carbon disulfide 000075-15-0 10 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 0.4000 0.4000 500.0 500.0 500.0 500.0 100 10* 17 1.0000 Yes No

Carbon tetrachloride 000056-23-5 1000 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 0.4000 1.0000 50.0 50.0 500.0* 500.0* 100 10* 17 1.0000 Yes No

Cesium 007440-46-2 0 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.0000 1.0000 5.0* 50.0* 5.0* 50.0* 0 0 ... ... No Yes

Chlordane 000057-74-9 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 2.00E-03 2.00E-05 1.0000 1.0000 5000.0* 5000.0* 50000.0 5000.0* 10000 10000 6 0.0020 Yes Yes

Chlordane, alpha- 005103-71-9 10000* 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 2.00E-03 2.00E-05 1.0000 1.0000 50000.0* 50000.0* 50000.0* 50000.0* 10000 10000 11* 0.0200* Yes* Yes

Chlordane, gama- 005566-34-7 10000* 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 2.00E-03 2.00E-05 1.0000 1.0000 50000.0 50000.0 50000.0* 50000.0* 0* 0* 6* 0.0020* Yes* Yes

Chlorobenzene 000108-90-7 100 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 0.0007 0.0700 50.0 50.0 5000.0* 5000.0* 10000* 100 17 1.0000 Yes No

Chloroform 000067-66-3 100 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 0.4000 1.0000 5.0 5.0 500.0* 500.0* 100* 10 17 1.0000 Yes No

Chromium 007440-47-3 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.0000 1.0000 500.0* 500.0 500.0* 500.0 10000* 100 ... ... No Yes

Chromium(III) 016065-83-1 1 1.00E+00 1.00E-04 1.00E+00 1.00E-04 1.0000 1.0000 500.0 500.0 500.0 500.0 100* 100* ... ... No Yes

Chromium(VI) 018540-29-9 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.0000 1.0000 5.0 500.0 5.0 500.0 100 100 ... ... No Yes

Chrysene 000218-01-9 10 1.00E+00 1.00E-04* 2.00E-05 2.00E-09* 1.0000 1.0000 5.0* 5.0* 5000.0 500.0 1000 1000 6 0.0002 Yes Yes

Cobalt 007440-48-4 10* 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.0000 1.0000 5000.0* 5000.0* 5000.0 5000.0 0 0 ... ... No Yes

Copper 007440-50-8 0 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.0000 1.0000 500.0* 50000.0 5000.0* 50000.0 1000* 1000* ... ... No Yes

Cumene 000098-82-8 10* 1.00E+00 1.00E-02* 2.00E-01 2.00E-03* 0.4000 0.4000 500.0 500.0 500.0 500.0 100 1 17 1.0000 Yes No

* Indicates difference between previous version of chemical data ( JUN 96 ) and current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ).

** Indicates new hazardous substance in current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ). 
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Substance Name CAS Number Toxicity Karst Non-Karst Karst Non-Karst River Lake Fresh Salt Fresh Salt Fresh Salt Migration Mobility Gas Part

Cyanamide** 000420-04-2 10 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.0000 1.0000 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 10 100 6 0.2000 Yes Yes

Cyanide 000057-12-5 100 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00* 1.00E+00* 1.0000* 1.0000* 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 1000 1000 17* 1.0000* Yes* No*

DDD 000072-54-8 100 1.00E+00 1.00E-04 2.00E-03 2.00E-07 1.0000 1.0000 50000.0 50000.0 50000.0 50.0* 10000 10000 6 0.0020 Yes Yes

DDE 000072-55-9 100 1.00E+00 1.00E-04 2.00E-03 2.00E-07 1.0000 1.0000 50000.0 50000.0 50000.0 50000.0 10000 10000 6 0.0020 Yes Yes

DDT 000050-29-3 1000 1.00E+00 1.00E-04 2.00E-03 2.00E-07 1.0000 1.0000 50000.0 50000.0 50000.0 50000.0 10000 10000 6 0.0020 Yes Yes

Di-n-butyl phthalate 000084-74-2 10 1.00E+00 1.00E-04* 2.00E-01 2.00E-05* 1.0000 1.0000 5000.0 5000.0 5000.0 5000.0 1000 10000 6 0.0200 Yes Yes

Di-n-octyl phthalate 000117-84-0 100 1.00E+00 1.00E-04 2.00E-03 2.00E-07 1.0000 1.0000 500.0 500.0 50000.0* 50000.0* 0 0 6 0.0020 Yes Yes

Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 000053-70-3 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E-04 2.00E-05 2.00E-09 1.0000 1.0000 50000.0 50000.0 50000.0 50000.0 0 0 ... ... No Yes

Dibenzofuran 000132-64-9 1000* 1.00E+00 1.00E-04* 2.00E-01 2.00E-05* 1.0000 1.0000 500.0 500.0 500.0 500.0 1000* 1000* 11 0.0200 Yes Yes

Dibromo-3-chloropropane, 1,2- 000096-12-8 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.0000 1.0000 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 10* 10* 11 1.0000 Yes No

Dibromoethane, 1,2- 000106-93-4 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 0.4000 1.0000 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 10* 100* 17 1.0000 Yes No

Dichlorobenzene, 1,4- 000106-46-7 10 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 2.00E-01 2.00E-01 0.4000 1.0000 5000.0* 5000.0* 5000.0* 5000.0* 1000* 100 17 1.0000 Yes No

Dichloroethane, 1,1- 000075-34-3 10 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 0.4000 1.0000 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 0 0 17 1.0000 Yes No

Dichloroethane, 1,2- 000107-06-2 100 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 0.4000 1.0000 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 10* 1 17 1.0000 Yes No

* Indicates difference between previous version of chemical data ( JUN 96 ) and current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ).

** Indicates new hazardous substance in current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ). 
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Substance Name CAS Number Toxicity Karst Non-Karst Karst Non-Karst River Lake Fresh Salt Fresh Salt Fresh Salt Migration Mobility Gas Part

Dichloroethylene, 1,1- 000075-35-4 100 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 0.4000 1.0000 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 100* 1 17 1.0000 Yes No

Dichloroethylene, 1,2-** 000540-59-0 100 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 0.4000 1.0000 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 1 1 17 1.0000 Yes No

Dichloroethylene, cis-1,2- 000156-59-2 100 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 0.4000 1.0000 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 0 0 17 1.0000 Yes No

Dichloroethylene, trans-1,2- 000156-60-5 100 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 0.4000 1.0000 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 1 1 17 1.0000 Yes No

Dichlorophenol, 2,4- 000120-83-2 1000 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 0.0007 0.0700 50.0 50.0 500.0 500.0 10000* 100 11 0.2000 Yes Yes

Dichloropropane, 1,2- 000078-87-5 1000 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 0.4000 1.0000 50.0* 50.0* 50.0* 50.0* 10 10* 17 1.0000 Yes No

Dichloropropene, 1,3- 000542-75-6 100* 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 0.4000 0.4000 5.0* 5.0* 5.0* 5.0* 1000 1000* 17 1.0000 Yes No

Dieldrin 000060-57-1 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 2.00E-03 2.00E-05 1.0000 1.0000 50000.0 5000.0 50000.0 50000.0* 10000 10000 6 0.0020 Yes Yes

Diethyl phthalate 000084-66-2 1 1.00E+00 1.00E-02* 1.00E+00 1.00E-02* 1.0000 1.0000 500.0 500.0 500.0 500.0 10 100* 11 0.2000 Yes Yes

Dimethyl phenol, 2,4- 000105-67-9 100 1.00E+00 1.00E-02* 1.00E+00 1.00E-02* 1.0000 0.4000 500.0 500.0 500.0 500.0 100 1000* 11 0.2000 Yes Yes

Dinitrobenzene, 1,3- 000099-65-0 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.0000 0.4000* 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 100 100 6 0.0200 Yes Yes

Dioxin 1,4-** 000290-67-5 10 1.00E+00 ... ... ... 0.4000 0.0700 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0 0 ... ... No Yes

Diphenylhydrazine, 1,2- 000122-66-7 1000 1.00E+00 1.00E-02* 2.00E-01 2.00E-03* 1.0000 1.0000 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 1000 1000 6 0.0200 Yes Yes

Disulfoton 000298-04-4 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E-04* 2.00E-01 2.00E-05* 1.0000 0.4000 500.0 500.0 5000.0* 5000.0* 10000 10000* 6 0.0200 Yes Yes

* Indicates difference between previous version of chemical data ( JUN 96 ) and current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ).

** Indicates new hazardous substance in current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ). 
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Substance Name CAS Number Toxicity Karst Non-Karst Karst Non-Karst River Lake Fresh Salt Fresh Salt Fresh Salt Migration Mobility Gas Part

Endosulfan (I or II) 000115-29-7 100 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 2.00E-03 2.00E-03 1.0000 0.4000 5.0* 5000.0 50000.0 5000.0 10000 10000 11 0.0020 Yes Yes

Endosulfan I** 000959-98-8 100 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 2.00E-03 2.00E-03 1.0000 1.0000 500.0 500.0 50000.0 50000.0 10000 10000 11 0.0020 Yes Yes

Endosulfan II** 033213-65-9 100 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 ... ... 1.0000 1.0000 500.0 500.0 5000.0 5000.0 10000 10000 11 0.0020 Yes Yes

Endrin 000072-20-8 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 2.00E-03 2.00E-05 1.0000 1.0000 5000.0 5000.0 50000.0 5000.0 10000 10000 6 0.0020 Yes Yes

Endrin aldehyde 007421-93-4 0 1.00E+00 1.00E-04* 2.00E-03* 2.00E-07* 1.0000* 1.0000* 5000.0* 5000.0* 5000.0* 5000.0* 0 0 6* 0.0020* Yes* Yes

Ethyl benzene 000100-41-4 10 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 0.0007* 0.0700* 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 100 1000* 17 1.0000 Yes No

Ethyl chloride 000075-00-3 1 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 0.0007 0.0700 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 0 0 17 1.0000 Yes No

Ethylene glycol monobutyl ether 000111-76-2 10 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 ... ... 1.0000 1.0000 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 1 1 ... ... No Yes

(EBGE)**

Fluorene 000086-73-7 100 1.00E+00 1.00E-04* 2.00E-01 2.00E-05* 1.0000 1.0000 500.0* 500.0* 5000.0 5000.0 1000 1000 11 0.0200 Yes Yes

Fluorine 007782-41-4 10 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 2.00E-01* 2.00E-03* 0.4000 0.0700 50000.0* 50000.0* 50000.0* 50000.0* 0 0 17 1.0000 Yes No

Heptachlor 000076-44-8 1000 1.00E+00 1.00E-04 2.00E-03 2.00E-07 0.4000* 0.4000* 50000.0* 50000.0* 50000.0 50000.0 10000 10000 11 0.0200 Yes Yes

Heptachlor epoxide, alpha, beta, 001024-57-3 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E-04* 2.00E-03 2.00E-07* 1.0000 1.0000 5000.0* 5000.0* 50000.0 5000.0* 10000 10000 6 0.0200 Yes Yes

gamma

Heptachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin** 037871-00-4 0 1.00E+00 1.00E-04 2.00E-05 2.00E-09 1.0000 1.0000 50000.0 50000.0 50000.0 50000.0 0 0 ... ... No Yes

Heptachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin 035822-46-9 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E-04 2.00E-05 2.00E-09 1.0000 1.0000 50000.0 50000.0 50000.0 50000.0 0 0 ... ... No Yes

1,2,3,4,6,7,8-

* Indicates difference between previous version of chemical data ( JUN 96 ) and current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ).

** Indicates new hazardous substance in current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ). 
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Substance Name CAS Number Toxicity Karst Non-Karst Karst Non-Karst River Lake Fresh Salt Fresh Salt Fresh Salt Migration Mobility Gas Part

Heptachlorodibenzofuran

1,2,3,4,6,7,8-

Heptachlorodibenzofuran

1,2,3,4,7,8,9-

Hexabromobiphenyl (PBB)**

Hexachlorobenzene

Hexachlorobutadiene

Hexachlorocyclohexane, alpha-

Hexachlorocyclohexane, beta-

Hexachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin

1,2,3,4,7,8-

Hexachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin

1,2,3,6,7,8-

Hexachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin

1,2,3,7,8,9-

067562-39-4 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E-04 2.00E-05 2.00E-09 1.0000 1.0000 50000.0 50000.0 50000.0 50000.0 0 0 6* 0.0002* Yes* Yes

055673-89-7 10000* 1.00E+00 ... ... ... 0.4000 0.0700 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0 0 ... ... No Yes

036355-01-8 1 1.00E+00 1.00E-04 2.00E-05 2.00E-09 1.0000 1.0000 50000.0 50000.0 50000.0 50000.0 0 0 6 0.0002 Yes Yes

000118-74-1 1000 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 2.00E-05 2.00E-07 1.0000 1.0000 50000.0* 50000.0 50000.0 50000.0 10000* 10000 11 0.0200 Yes Yes

000087-68-3 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E-04* 2.00E-01 2.00E-05* 1.0000 1.0000 50.0 50000.0* 5000.0 50000.0* 10000 1000* 17 1.0000 Yes No

000319-84-6 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 2.00E-01 2.00E-01 1.0000 1.0000 5000.0* 50000.0* 5000.0* 50000.0* 1000* 1000 11 0.0200 Yes Yes

000319-85-7 100 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 2.00E-03 2.00E-03 1.0000 1.0000 500.0 500.0 5000.0* 5000.0 1000* 1000* 6 0.0020 Yes Yes

039227-28-6 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E-04 2.00E-05 2.00E-09 1.0000 1.0000 50000.0 50000.0 50000.0 50000.0 0 0 ... ... No Yes

057653-85-7 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E-04* ... ... 1.0000* 1.0000* 5000.0 5000.0 5000.0 5000.0 0* 0* ... ... No Yes

019408-74-3 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E-04* 2.00E-05* 2.00E-09* 1.0000* 1.0000* 50000.0* 50000.0* 50000.0* 50000.0* 0 0 ... ... No Yes

Hexachlorodibenzofuran 1,2,3,4,7,8- 070648-26-9 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E-04 2.00E-05 2.00E-09 1.0000 1.0000 50000.0 50000.0 50000.0 50000.0 0 0 ... ... No Yes

Hexachlorodibenzofuran 1,2,3,6,7,8- 057117-44-9 10000 1.00E+00 ... ... ... 0.4000 0.0700 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0 0 ... ... No Yes

Hexachlorodibenzofuran 1,2,3,7,8,9- 072918-21-9 10000 1.00E+00 ... ... ... 0.4000 0.0700 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0 0 ... ... No Yes

* Indicates difference between previous version of chemical data ( JUN 96 ) and current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ).

** Indicates new hazardous substance in current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ). 
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Substance Name CAS Number Toxicity Karst Non-Karst Karst Non-Karst River Lake Fresh Salt Fresh Salt Fresh Salt Migration Mobility Gas Part

Hexachlorodibenzofuran 2,3,4,6,7,8- 060851-34-5 10000 1.00E+00 ... ... ... 0.4000 0.0700 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0 0 ... ... No Yes

Hydrazine 000302-01-2 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 0.4000* 0.0700* 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 10000 100 11* 1.0000 Yes No

Hydrogen sulfide 007783-06-4 1000* 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 0.0007* 0.0700 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 1000 1000 17 1.0000 Yes No

Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 000193-39-5 1000 1.00E+00 1.00E-04 2.00E-05 2.00E-09 1.0000 1.0000 50000.0 50000.0 50000.0 50000.0 0 0 ... ... No Yes

Iron 007439-89-6 1 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.0000 1.0000 5000.0* 5000.0* 5000.0* 5000.0* 10 10 ... ... No Yes

Lead 007439-92-1 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.00E+00* 1.00E-02* 1.0000 1.0000 5.0* 5000.0 50000.0* 5000.0 1000 1000 ... ... No Yes

Lead chromate** 007758-97-6 10000 1.00E+00 ... 2.00E-03 ... 1.0000 1.0000 50000.0 50000.0 50000.0 50000.0 0 0 ... ... No Yes

Lindane 000058-89-9 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 2.00E-01 2.00E-01 1.0000 1.0000 50000.0* 5000.0* 50000.0* 5000.0* 10000 10000 11 0.0200 Yes Yes

Manganese 007439-96-5 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.0000 1.0000 50000.0* 50000.0* 50000.0 50000.0 0 0 ... ... No Yes

Mercury 007439-97-6 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.00E+00* 1.00E-02* 1.0000* 1.0000 50000.0 50000.0 50000.0 50000.0 10000 10000 17 0.2000 Yes Yes

Methoxychlor 000072-43-5 100 1.00E+00 1.00E-04* 2.00E-03 2.00E-07* 1.0000 1.0000 5.0* 50000.0* 5000.0* 50000.0* 10000 10000 6 0.0020 Yes Yes

Methyl Parathion 000298-00-0 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E-02* 2.00E-01 2.00E-03* 1.0000 0.4000 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 10000 10000 6 0.0200 Yes Yes

Methyl ethyl ketone 000078-93-3 1* 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 0.4000 0.4000 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 1 1 17 1.0000 Yes No

Methyl isobutyl ketone 000108-10-1 10* 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 0.4000 0.4000 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 1 1 17 1.0000 Yes No

* Indicates difference between previous version of chemical data ( JUN 96 ) and current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ).

** Indicates new hazardous substance in current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ). 
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Substance Name CAS Number Toxicity Karst Non-Karst Karst Non-Karst River Lake Fresh Salt Fresh Salt Fresh Salt Migration Mobility Gas Part

Methyl phenol, 4- 000106-44-5 100 1.00E+00 1.00E-02* 1.00E+00 1.00E-02* 0.0007* 0.0007* 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 100* 100* 11 1.0000 Yes No

Methyl tert-butyl ether (MTBE)** 001634-04-4 1 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 0.4000 1.0000 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 1 1 17 1.0000 Yes No

Methylene chloride (dichloromethane) 000075-09-2 10 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 0.4000 1.0000 5.0 5.0 500.0* 500.0* 1 10 17 1.0000 Yes No

Methylnaphthalene, 2- 000091-57-6 0 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 2.00E-01 2.00E-03 0.4000 0.4000 50000.0* 50000.0* 50000.0* 50000.0* 100* 1000 11 0.2000 Yes Yes

Naphthalene 000091-20-3 1000* 1.00E+00 1.00E-02* 2.00E-01 2.00E-03* 0.4000 0.4000 50000.0* 5000.0* 50000.0* 5000.0 1000 1000 11 0.2000 Yes Yes

Nickel 007440-02-0 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.00E+00* 1.00E-02* 1.0000 1.0000 0.5 500.0 500.0 500.0 100* 1000 ... ... No Yes

Nitrosodiphenylamine, N- 000086-30-6 10 1.00E+00 1.00E-02* 2.00E-01 2.00E-03* 1.0000 1.0000 500.0 500.0 500.0 500.0 100 100 6 0.0200 Yes Yes

Pentachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin 040321-76-4 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E-04 2.00E-05* 2.00E-09* 1.0000 1.0000 50000.0 50000.0 50000.0 50000.0 0* 0* ... ... No Yes

1,2,3,7,8-

Pentachlorodibenzofuran 1,2,3,7,8- 057117-41-6 0* 1.00E+00 1.00E-04 2.00E-05 2.00E-09 1.0000 1.0000 50000.0 50000.0 50000.0 50000.0 0 0 ... ... No Yes

Pentachlorodibenzofuran 2,3,4,7,8-** 057117-31-4 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E-04 ... ... 1.0000 1.0000 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0 0 6 0.0020 Yes Yes

Pentachlorophenol (PCP) 000087-86-5 100 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.0000 1.0000 50000.0* 5000.0* 50000.0* 5000.0* 100 1000 6 0.0200 Yes Yes

Perchlorate** 014797-73-0 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 0.4000 0.0700 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0 0 ... ... No Yes

Phenanthrene 000085-01-8 0 1.00E+00 1.00E-04* 2.00E-01 2.00E-05* 0.4000* 0.4000* 5000.0* 5000.0* 50000.0* 5000.0* 10000* 10000* 11 0.0200 Yes Yes

Phenol 000108-95-2 10* 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 0.0007* 0.0700* 50.0* 5.0 50000.0* 5.0 10000 1000* 11 1.0000 Yes No

Plutonium 007440-07-5 0 1.00E+00 1.00E-04 ... ... 1.0000 1.0000 500.0* 500.0* 500.0* 500.0* 0 0 ... ... No Yes

* Indicates difference between previous version of chemical data ( JUN 96 ) and current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ).

** Indicates new hazardous substance in current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ). 
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Substance Name CAS Number Toxicity Karst Non-Karst Karst Non-Karst River Lake Fresh Salt Fresh Salt Fresh Salt Migration Mobility Gas Part

Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) 001336-36-3 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E-04 2.00E-03 2.00E-07 1.0000 1.0000 50000.0 50000.0 50000.0 50000.0 10000 10000 11 0.0200 Yes Yes

Pyrene 000129-00-0 100 1.00E+00 1.00E-04* 2.00E-01* 2.00E-05 1.0000 1.0000 50000.0* 5000.0 50000.0* 5000.0 10000 10000 6 0.0020 Yes Yes

Radium 007440-14-4 0 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.00E+00* 1.00E-02* 1.0000 1.0000 0.5* 0.5* 0.5* 0.5* 0 0 ... ... No Yes

Radon 010043-92-2 0 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 0.4000 0.0700 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0 0 17 1.0000 Yes No

Selenium 007782-49-2 100 1.00E+00 1.00E+00* 1.00E+00 1.00E+00* 1.0000 1.0000 50.0* 500.0* 500.0* 500.0* 1000 100 ... ... No Yes

Silver 007440-22-4 100 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00* 1.00E+00* 1.0000 1.0000 50.0 50000.0* 50.0 50000.0* 10000 10000 ... ... No Yes

Strontium 007440-24-6 1 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.0000 1.0000 5.0* 5.0* 5.0* 5.0* 0 0 ... ... No Yes

Styrene 000100-42-5 10 1.00E+00 1.00E-02* 1.00E+00 1.00E-02* 0.4000 1.0000 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 100 100 17 1.0000 Yes No

Tetrachlorobenzene, 1,2,4,5- 000095-94-3 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 2.00E-03 2.00E-05 1.0000 1.0000 5000.0 5000.0 5000.0 5000.0 10000* 1000 17 0.2000 Yes Yes

Tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin** 041903-57-5 0 1.00E+00 1.00E-04 2.00E-05 2.00E-09 1.0000 1.0000 50000.0 50000.0 50000.0 50000.0 0 0 ... ... No Yes

Tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin 2,3,7,8- 001746-01-6 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E-04 2.00E-05 2.00E-09 1.0000 1.0000 5000.0 5000.0 5000.0 5000.0 0* 0* 6 0.0002 Yes Yes

(TCDD)

Tetrachlorodibenzofuran 2,3,7,8- 051207-31-9 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E-04 2.00E-05* 2.00E-09* 1.0000 1.0000 50000.0 50000.0 50000.0 50000.0 0 0 6* 0.0020* Yes* Yes

Tetrachloroethane, 1,1,2,2- 000079-34-5 10 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 0.4000 1.0000 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 0* 0* 11 1.0000 Yes No

Tetrachloroethylene 000127-18-4 100 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 0.4000 1.0000 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 0* 0* 17 1.0000 Yes No

* Indicates difference between previous version of chemical data ( JUN 96 ) and current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ).

** Indicates new hazardous substance in current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ). 
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Substance Name CAS Number Toxicity Karst Non-Karst Karst Non-Karst River Lake Fresh Salt Fresh Salt Fresh Salt Migration Mobility Gas Part

Thallium 007440-28-0 100 1.00E+00 1.00E-02* 1.00E+00 1.00E-02* 1.0000 1.0000 500.0 50.0 500.0 50.0 0* 0* ... ... No Yes

Toluene 000108-88-3 10 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 0.0700* 0.0700* 50.0 50.0 5000.0* 50.0 100 100 17 1.0000 Yes No

Toxaphene 008001-35-2 1000 1.00E+00 1.00E-04* 2.00E-03 2.00E-07* 1.0000 1.0000 50000.0 50000.0 50000.0 50000.0 10000 10000 6 0.0020 Yes Yes

Trichlorobenzene, 1,2,4- 000120-82-1 100 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 2.00E-01 2.00E-01 0.4000 1.0000 5000.0* 500.0 5000.0* 500.0 1000 10000* 17 1.0000 Yes No

Trichloroethane, 1,1,1- 000071-55-6 1 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 0.4000 1.0000 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 10 10 17 1.0000 Yes No

Trichloroethane, 1,1,2- 000079-00-5 1000 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 0.4000 1.0000 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 100* 10 17 1.0000 Yes No

Trichloroethylene (TCE) 000079-01-6 10 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 0.4000 1.0000 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 100 10 17 1.0000 Yes No

Trichlorofluoromethane 000075-69-4 10 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 0.4000 1.0000 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 0 0 17 1.0000 Yes No

Trichlorophenol, 2,4,6- 000088-06-2 10 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.0000 0.4000 5000.0* 5000.0* 50000.0 50000.0 1000 100 11 0.2000 Yes Yes

Trichloropropane, 1,2,3- 000096-18-4 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 0.4000 1.0000 5.0* 5.0* 5.0* 5.0* 10 10 11 1.0000 Yes No

Trifluralin (Treflan) 001582-09-8 100 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 2.00E-01 2.00E-03 1.0000 1.0000 5000.0 5000.0 50000.0 50000.0 10000 10000* 11 0.0200 Yes Yes

Trinitrobenzene, 1,3,5- 000099-35-4 100* 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 0.4000 0.0700 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 1000 1000 0* 0.0020* Yes Yes

Vanadium 007440-62-2 100 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.00E+00* 1.00E-02* 1.0000 1.0000 500.0* 500.0* 500.0* 500.0* 0 0 ... ... No Yes

Vinyl acetate 000108-05-4 10 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 0.0700* 0.0700* 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 10 100* 17 1.0000 Yes No

* Indicates difference between previous version of chemical data ( JUN 96 ) and current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ).

** Indicates new hazardous substance in current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ). 
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Substance Name CAS Number Toxicity Karst Non-Karst Karst Non-Karst River Lake Fresh Salt Fresh Salt Fresh Salt Migration Mobility Gas Part

Vinyl chloride 000075-01-4 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 0.0007 0.0700 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 0 0 17 1.0000 Yes No

Xylene** 001330-20-7 100 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 0.4000 1.0000 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 100 100 17 1.0000 Yes No

Xylene, m- 000108-38-3 1 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 0.0007* 0.0700* 500.0 500.0 500.0 500.0 100 100* 17 1.0000 Yes No

Xylene, o- 000095-47-6 1 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 0.4000 1.0000 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 100 100 17 1.0000 Yes No

Xylene, p- 000106-42-3 10 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 0.0007* 0.0700* 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 100 100* 17 1.0000 Yes No

Zinc 007440-66-6 10 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.00E+00* 1.00E-02* 1.0000 1.0000 5.0* 50000.0 50000.0* 50000.0 10 100 ... ... No Yes

* Indicates difference between previous version of chemical data ( JUN 96 ) and current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ).

** Indicates new hazardous substance in current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ). 
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Substance Name CAS Number Toxicity Karst Non-Karst Karst Non-Karst River Lake Fresh Salt Fresh Salt Fresh Salt Migration Mobility Gas Part

Americium 241 014596-10-2 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 ... ... 1.0000 1.0000 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 10000 10000 ... ... No Yes

Antimony 125(+D) (radionuclide) 014234-35-6 1000 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.0000 1.0000 5.0* 5.0* 5.0 50.0* 1000 1000 ... ... No Yes

Cadmium 109 (radionuclide) 014109-32-1 1000 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.00E+00* 1.00E-02* 1.0000 1.0000 5000.0 50000.0* 50000.0* 50000.0* 1000 1000 ... ... No Yes

Cesium 137(+D) (radionuclide) 010045-97-3 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.0000 1.0000 5.0* 50.0* 5.0* 50.0* 10000 10000 ... ... No Yes

Cobalt 57 (radionuclide) 013981-50-5 100 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.0000 1.0000 5000.0* 5000.0* 5000.0 5000.0 100 100 ... ... No Yes

Cobalt 60 (radionuclide) 010198-40-0 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.0000 1.0000 5000.0* 5000.0* 5000.0 5000.0 10000 10000 ... ... No Yes

Iron 55 (radionuclide) 014681-59-5 100 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.0000 1.0000 5000.0* 5000.0* 5000.0* 5000.0* 100 100 ... ... No Yes

Lead 210(+D) (radionuclide) 014255-04-0 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.00E+00* 1.00E-02* 1.0000 1.0000 5.0* 5000.0 50000.0* 5000.0 10000 10000 ... ... No Yes

Manganese 54 (radionuclide) 013966-31-9 1000 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.0000 1.0000 50000.0* 50000.0* 50000.0 50000.0 1000 1000 ... ... No Yes

Nickel 59 (radionuclide) 014336-70-0 100 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.00E+00* 1.00E-02* 1.0000 1.0000 0.5 500.0 500.0 500.0 100 100 ... ... No Yes

Nickel 63 (radionuclide) 013981-37-8 100 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.00E+00* 1.00E-02* 1.0000 1.0000 0.5 500.0 500.0 500.0 100 100 ... ... No Yes

Plutonium 236 (radionuclide) 015411-92-4 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E-04 ... ... 1.0000 1.0000 500.0* 500.0* 500.0* 500.0* 10000 10000 ... ... No Yes

Plutonium 238 (radionuclide) 013981-16-3 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E-04 ... ... 1.0000 1.0000 500.0* 500.0* 500.0* 500.0* 10000 10000 ... ... No Yes

Plutonium 239 (radionuclide) 015117-48-3 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E-04 ... ... 1.0000 1.0000 500.0* 500.0* 500.0* 500.0* 10000 10000 ... ... No Yes

Plutonium 240 (radionuclide) 014119-33-6 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E-04 ... ... 1.0000 1.0000 500.0* 500.0* 500.0* 500.0* 10000 10000 ... ... No Yes

* Indicates difference between previous version of chemical data ( JUN 96 ) and current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ).

** Indicates new hazardous substance in current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ). 
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Substance Name CAS Number Toxicity Karst Non-Karst Karst Non-Karst River Lake Fresh Salt Fresh Salt Fresh Salt Migration Mobility Gas Part

Plutonium 241(+D) (radionuclide) 014119-32-5 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E-04 ... ... 1.0000 1.0000 500.0* 500.0* 500.0* 500.0* 10000 10000 ... ... No Yes

Plutonium 242 (radionuclide) 013982-10-0 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E-04 ... ... 1.0000 1.0000 500.0* 500.0* 500.0* 500.0* 10000 10000 ... ... No Yes

Plutonium 243 (radionuclide) 015706-37-3 100 1.00E+00 1.00E-04 ... ... 0.0700 0.0700 500.0* 500.0* 500.0* 500.0* 100 100 ... ... No Yes

Plutonium 244(+D) (radionuclide) 014119-34-7 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E-04 ... ... 1.0000 1.0000 500.0* 500.0* 500.0* 500.0* 10000 10000 ... ... No Yes

Radium 226(+D) (radionuclide) 013982-63-3 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.00E+00* 1.00E-02* 1.0000 1.0000 0.5* 0.5* 0.5* 0.5* 10000 10000 ... ... No Yes

Radium 228(+D) (radionuclide) 015262-20-1 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.00E+00* 1.00E-02* 1.0000 1.0000 0.5* 0.5* 0.5* 0.5* 10000 10000 ... ... No Yes

Radon 222 (+D)(radionuclide) 014859-67-7 1000 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.0000 0.4000 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 1000 1000 17 1.0000 Yes No

Silver 108m(+D) (radionuclide) 014391-65-2 1000* 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00* 1.00E+00* 1.0000 1.0000 50.0 50000.0* 50.0 50000.0* 1000* 1000* ... ... No Yes

Silver 110m (radionuclide) 014391-76-5 1000* 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 1.00E+00* 1.00E+00* 1.0000 1.0000 50.0 50000.0* 50.0 50000.0* 1000* 1000* ... ... No Yes

Strontium 90(+D) (radionuclide) 010098-97-2 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.0000 1.0000 5.0* 5.0* 5.0* 5.0* 10000 10000 ... ... No Yes

Technetium 99 (radionuclide)** 014133-76-7 1000 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 ... ... 1.0000 1.0000 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 1000 1000 ... ... No Yes

Thallium 204 (radionuclide) 013968-51-9 1000* 1.00E+00 1.00E-02* 1.00E+00 1.00E-02* 1.0000 1.0000 500.0 50.0 500.0 50.0 1000* 1000* ... ... No Yes

Thorium 227 (radionuclide) 015623-47-9 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E-02* 1.00E+00 1.00E-02* 1.0000 0.4000 0.5* 0.5* 0.5* 0.5* 10000 10000 ... ... No Yes

Thorium 228(+D) (radionuclide) 014274-82-9 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E-02* 1.00E+00 1.00E-02* 1.0000 1.0000 0.5* 0.5* 0.5* 0.5* 10000 10000 ... ... No Yes

* Indicates difference between previous version of chemical data ( JUN 96 ) and current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ).

** Indicates new hazardous substance in current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ). 
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Substance Name CAS Number Toxicity Karst Non-Karst Karst Non-Karst River Lake Fresh Salt Fresh Salt Fresh Salt Migration Mobility Gas Part

Thorium 229(+D) (radionuclide) 015594-54-4 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E-02* 1.00E+00 1.00E-02* 1.0000 1.0000 0.5* 0.5* 0.5* 0.5* 10000 10000 ... ... No Yes

Thorium 230 (radionuclide) 014269-63-7 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E-02* 1.00E+00 1.00E-02* 1.0000 1.0000 0.5* 0.5* 0.5* 0.5* 10000 10000 ... ... No Yes

Thorium 231 (radionuclide) 014932-40-2 1000* 1.00E+00 1.00E-02* 1.00E+00 1.00E-02* 0.4000 0.0700 0.5* 0.5* 0.5* 0.5* 1000* 1000* ... ... No Yes

Thorium 232 (radionuclide) 007440-29-1 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E-02* 1.00E+00 1.00E-02* 1.0000 1.0000 0.5* 0.5* 0.5* 0.5* 10000 10000 ... ... No Yes

Thorium 234 (radionuclide) 015065-10-8 10000* 1.00E+00 1.00E-02* 1.00E+00 1.00E-02* 1.0000 1.0000 0.5* 0.5* 0.5* 0.5* 10000* 10000* ... ... No Yes

Tritium 010028-17-8 100 1.00E+00 1.00E+00 ... ... 1.0000 1.0000 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 100 100 17 1.0000 Yes No

Uranium 232 (radionuclide) 014158-29-3 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E+00* 2.00E-01* 2.00E-01* 1.0000 1.0000 0.5* 0.5* 0.5* 0.5* 10000 10000 ... ... No Yes

Uranium 233 (radionuclide) 013968-55-3 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E+00* 2.00E-01* 2.00E-01* 1.0000 1.0000 0.5* 0.5* 0.5* 0.5* 10000 10000 ... ... No Yes

Uranium 234 (radionuclide) 013966-29-5 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E+00* 2.00E-01* 2.00E-01* 1.0000 1.0000 0.5* 0.5* 0.5* 0.5* 10000 10000 ... ... No Yes

Uranium 235(+D) (radionuclide) 015117-96-1 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E+00* 2.00E-01* 2.00E-01* 1.0000 1.0000 0.5* 0.5* 0.5* 0.5* 10000 10000 ... ... No Yes

Uranium 236(+D) (radionuclide) 013982-70-2 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E+00* 2.00E-01* 2.00E-01* 1.0000 1.0000 0.5* 0.5* 0.5* 0.5* 10000 10000 ... ... No Yes

Uranium 238(+D) (radionuclide) 007440-61-1 10000 1.00E+00 1.00E+00* 2.00E-01* 2.00E-01* 1.0000 1.0000 5000.0* 5000.0* 5000.0* 5000.0* 10000 10000 ... ... No Yes

Zinc 65 (radionuclide) 013982-39-3 1000 1.00E+00 1.00E-02 1.00E+00* 1.00E-02* 1.0000 1.0000 5.0* 50000.0 50000.0* 50000.0 1000 1000 ... ... No Yes

* Indicates difference between previous version of chemical data ( JUN 96 ) and current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ).

** Indicates new hazardous substance in current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ). 
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Substance Name CAS Number
MCL/MCLG

(mg/L)

Screen Conc 

(mg/L)

Screen Conc 

(mg/L)

Acenaphthene 000083-32-9 ... 2.2E+0 ... ... 8.1E+1 ... ... ... ... ...

Acenaphthylene 000208-96-8 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

Acetone 000067-64-1 ... 3.3E+1* ... ... 1.2E+3* ... ... ... ... ...

Acrolein 000107-02-8 ... 1.8E-2* ... ... 6.8E-1* ... ... ... ... ...

Acrylamide 000079-06-1 ... 7.3E-3 1.9E-5 ... 2.7E-1 7.0E-4 ... ... ... ...

Alachlor** 015972-60-8 2.0E-3 3.6E-1 1.1E-3 ... 1.4E+1 3.9E-2 ... ... ... ...

Aldrin 000309-00-2 ... 1.1E-3 5.0E-6 3.0E-1 4.1E-2 1.9E-4 3.0E+0
G

1.3E+0
G

... ...

Aluminum 007429-90-5 ... ... ... ... ... ... 7.5E+2
G2, I2 

... 8.7E+1
G2, I2, L2 

...

Americium** 007440-35-9 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

Aniline 000062-53-3 ... ... 1.5E-2 ... ... 5.5E-1 ... ... ... ...

Anthracene 000120-12-7 ... 1.1E+1 ... ... 4.1E+2 ... ... ... ... ...

Antimony 007440-36-0 6.0E-3 1.5E-2 ... ... 5.4E-1 ... ... ... ... ...

Arsenic 007440-38-2 1.0E-2* 1.1E-2 5.7E-5 ... 4.1E-1 2.1E-3 3.4E+2
A, D, K 

6.9E+1
A, D, bb 

1.5E+2
A, D, K 

3.6E+1
A, D, bb 

Asbestos 001332-21-4 7.0E+0 million ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

fibers/L

* Indicates difference between previous version of chemical data ( JUN 96 ) and current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ).

** Indicates new hazardous substance in current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ). 
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Ground Water/Surface Water Pathway 

Drinking Water

Surface Water Pathway 

Food Chain 

Surface Water Pathway 

Environmental

FDAAL

(ppm)

Ref. Dose 

Screen Conc 

(mg/kg)

Cancer Risk 

Screen Conc 

(mg/kg)

Acute Chronic

CMC (μg/L) * CCC (μg/L) *

Fresh Salt Fresh Salt

Reference Dose Cancer Risk 

Substance Name
MCL/MCLG

CAS Number (mg/L)

Screen Conc 

(mg/L)

Screen Conc 

(mg/L)

Barium 007440-39-3 2.0E+0 2.6E+0 ... ... 9.5E+1 ... ... ... ... ...

Benz(a)anthracene 000056-55-3 ... ... 1.2E-4 ... ... 4.3E-3 ... ... ... ...

Benzene 000071-43-2 5.0E-3 1.5E-1* 1.5E-3 ... 5.4E+0* 5.7E-2* ... ... ... ...

Benzidine 000092-87-5 ... 1.1E-1 3.7E-7 ... 4.1E+0 1.4E-5 ... ... ... ...

Benzo(a)pyrene 000050-32-8 2.0E-4 ... 1.2E-5 ... ... 4.3E-4 ... ... ... ...

Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 000191-24-2 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

Benzo(j,k)fluorene (Fluoranthene) 000206-44-0 ... 1.5E+0 ... ... 5.4E+1 ... ... ... ... ...

Benzo(k)fluoranthene 000207-08-9 ... ... 1.2E-3 ... ... 4.3E-2 ... ... ... ...

Beryllium 007440-41-7 4.0E-3 7.3E-2* ...* ... 2.7E+0* ...* ... ... ... ...

Bis (2-ethylhexyl) phthalate 000117-81-7 6.0E-3 7.3E-1 6.1E-3 ... 2.7E+1 2.3E-1 ... ... ... ...

Boron 007440-42-8 ... 3.3E+0 ... ... 1.2E+2 ... ... ... ... ...

Bromodichloromethane 000075-27-4 ...* 7.3E-1 1.4E-3 ... 2.7E+1 5.1E-2 ... ... ... ...

Butylbenzyl phthalate 000085-68-7 ... 7.3E+0 ... ... 2.7E+2 ... ... ... ... ...

Cadmium 007440-43-9 5.0E-3 1.8E-2 ... ... 6.8E-1 ... 2.0E+0
D, E, K, bb 

4.0E+1
D, bb 

2.5E-1
D, E, K, 

8.8E+0
D, bb 

bb

* Indicates difference between previous version of chemical data ( JUN 96 ) and current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ).

** Indicates new hazardous substance in current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ). 
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Substance Name CAS Number

Ground Water/Surface Water Pathway 

Drinking Water

Reference Dose Cancer Risk 

MCL/MCLG Screen Conc Screen Conc 

(mg/L) (mg/L) (mg/L) (ppm) (mg/kg) (mg/kg)

Surface Water Pathway 

Food Chain 

Surface Water Pathway 

Environmental

FDAAL

Ref. Dose 

Screen Conc 

Cancer Risk 

Screen Conc 

Acute Chronic

CMC (μg/L) * CCC (μg/L) * 

Fresh Salt Fresh Salt

Carbazole 000086-74-8 ... ... 4.3E-3 ... ... 1.6E-1 ... ... ... ...

Carbon disulfide 000075-15-0 ... 3.7E+0 ... ... 1.4E+2 ... ... ... ... ...

Carbon tetrachloride 000056-23-5 5.0E-3 2.6E-2 6.6E-4 ... 9.5E-1 2.4E-2 ... ... ... ...

Cesium 007440-46-2 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

Chlordane 000057-74-9 2.0E-3 1.8E-2 2.4E-4 3.0E-1 6.8E-1* 9.0E-3 2.4E+0
G

9.0E-2
G

4.3E-3
G, aa 

4.0E-3
G, aa 

Chlordane, alpha- 005103-71-9 ... 1.8E-2* 2.4E-4* ... 6.8E-1* 9.0E-3* ... ... ... ...

Chlordane, gama- 005566-34-7 ... 1.8E-2* 2.4E-4* ... 6.8E-1* 9.0E-3* ... ... ... ...

Chlorobenzene 000108-90-7 1.0E-1 7.3E-1 ... ... 2.7E+1 ... ... ... ... ...

Chloroform 000067-66-3 ...* 3.6E-1 ...* ... 1.4E+1 ...* ... ... ... ...

Chromium 007440-47-3 1.0E-1 1.1E-1* ... ... 4.1E+0* ... ... ... ... ...

Chromium(III) 016065-83-1 ... 5.5E+1* ... ... 2.0E+3* ... 5.7E+2
D, E, K 

... 7.4E+1
D, E, K 

...

Chromium(VI) 018540-29-9 ... 1.1E-1* ... ... 4.1E+0* ... 1.6E+1
D, K 

1.1E+3
D, bb 

1.1E+1
D, K 

5.0E+1
D, bb 

Chrysene 000218-01-9 ... ... 1.2E-2 ... ... 4.3E-1 ... ... ... ...

* Indicates difference between previous version of chemical data ( JUN 96 ) and current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ).

** Indicates new hazardous substance in current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ). 
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Ground Water/Surface Water Pathway 

Drinking Water

Reference Dose Cancer Risk 

MCL/MCLG Screen Conc Screen Conc 

(mg/L) (mg/L) (mg/L) (ppm) (mg/kg) (mg/kg)

Surface Water Pathway 

Food Chain 

Surface Water Pathway 

Environmental

FDAAL

Ref. Dose 

Screen Conc 

Cancer Risk 

Screen Conc 

Acute Chronic

CMC (μg/L) * CCC (μg/L) * 

Fresh Salt Fresh Salt

Substance Name CAS Number

Cobalt 007440-48-4

Copper 007440-50-8

Cumene 000098-82-8

Cyanamide** 000420-04-2

Cyanide 000057-12-5

DDD 000072-54-8

DDE 000072-55-9

DDT 000050-29-3

Di-n-butyl phthalate 000084-74-2

Di-n-octyl phthalate 000117-84-0

Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 000053-70-3

Dibenzofuran 000132-64-9

Dibromo-3-chloropropane, 1,2- 000096-12-8

Dibromoethane, 1,2- 000106-93-4

... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

1.3E+0 ... ... ... ... ... 1.3E+1
D, E, K, cc 

4.8E+0
D, cc, ff 

9.0E+0
D, E, K, 

3.1E+0
D, cc, ff 

cc

... 3.7E+0* ... ... 1.4E+2* ... ... ... ... ...

... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

2.0E-1 7.3E-1 ... ... 2.7E+1 ... 2.2E+1
K, Q 

1.0E+0
Q, bb 

5.2E+0
K, Q 

1.0E+0
Q, bb 

... ... 3.5E-4 ...* ... 1.3E-2 ... ... ... ...

... ... 2.5E-4 5.0E+0 ... 9.3E-3 ... ... ... ...

... 1.8E-2 2.5E-4 5.0E+0 6.8E-1 9.3E-3 1.1E+0
G, ii

1.3E-1
G, ii

1.0E-3
G, aa, ii 

1.0E-3
G, aa, ii 

... 3.7E+0 ... ... 1.4E+2 ... ... ... ... ...

... 7.3E-1 ... ... 2.7E+1 ... ... ... ... ...

... ... 1.2E-5 ... ... 4.3E-4 ... ... ... ...

... 1.5E-1* ... ... 5.4E+0* ... ... ... ... ...

2.0E-4 ... 6.1E-5 ... ... 2.3E-3 ... ... ... ...

...* ... 1.0E-6 ... ... 3.7E-5 ... ... ... ...

* Indicates difference between previous version of chemical data ( JUN 96 ) and current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ).

** Indicates new hazardous substance in current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ). 
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Ground Water/Surface Water Pathway 

Drinking Water

Reference Dose Cancer Risk 

MCL/MCLG Screen Conc Screen Conc 
Substance Name CAS Number (mg/L) (mg/L) (mg/L)

Surface Water Pathway 

Food Chain 

Surface Water Pathway 

Environmental

FDAAL

(ppm)

Ref. Dose 

Screen Conc 

(mg/kg)

Cancer Risk 

Screen Conc 

(mg/kg)

Acute Chronic

CMC (μg/L) * CCC (μg/L) *

Fresh Salt Fresh Salt

Dichlorobenzene, 1,4- 000106-46-7 7.5E-2 ... 3.5E-3 ... ... 1.3E-1 ... ... ... ...

Dichloroethane, 1,1- 000075-34-3 ... 3.7E+0 ... ... 1.4E+2 ... ... ... ... ...

Dichloroethane, 1,2- 000107-06-2 5.0E-3 ... 9.4E-4 ... ... 3.5E-2 ... ... ... ...

Dichloroethylene, 1,1- 000075-35-4 7.0E-3 1.8E+0* ...* ... 6.8E+1* ...* ... ... ... ...

Dichloroethylene, 1,2-** 000540-59-0 ... 3.3E-1 ... ... 1.2E+1 ... ... ... ... ...

Dichloroethylene, cis-1,2- 000156-59-2 7.0E-2 3.6E-1 ... ... 1.4E+1 ... ... ... ... ...

Dichloroethylene, trans-1,2- 000156-60-5 1.0E-1 7.3E-1 ... ... 2.7E+1 ... ... ... ... ...

Dichlorophenol, 2,4- 000120-83-2 ... 1.1E-1 ... ... 4.1E+0 ... ... ... ... ...

Dichloropropane, 1,2- 000078-87-5 5.0E-3 ... 1.3E-3 ... ... 4.6E-2 ... ... ... ...

Dichloropropene, 1,3- 000542-75-6 ... 1.1E+0* 8.5E-4 ... 4.1E+1* 3.2E-2 ... ... ... ...

Dieldrin 000060-57-1 ... 1.8E-3 5.3E-6 3.0E-1 6.8E-2 2.0E-4 2.4E-1
K

7.1E-1
G

5.6E-2
K, O 

1.9E-3
G, aa 

Diethyl phthalate 000084-66-2 ... 2.9E+1 ... ... 1.1E+3 ... ... ... ... ...

Dimethyl phenol, 2,4- 000105-67-9 ... 7.3E-1 ... ... 2.7E+1 ... ... ... ... ...

* Indicates difference between previous version of chemical data ( JUN 96 ) and current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ).

** Indicates new hazardous substance in current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ). 
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Ground Water/Surface Water Pathway 

Drinking Water

Surface Water Pathway 

Food Chain 

Surface Water Pathway 

Environmental

FDAAL

(ppm)

Ref. Dose 

Screen Conc 

(mg/kg)

Cancer Risk 

Screen Conc 

(mg/kg)

Acute Chronic

CMC (μg/L) * CCC (μg/L) *

Fresh Salt Fresh Salt

Reference Dose Cancer Risk 

Substance Name CAS Number
MCL/MCLG

(mg/L)

Screen Conc 

(mg/L)

Screen Conc 

(mg/L)

Dinitrobenzene, 1,3- 000099-65-0 ... 3.7E-3 ... ... 1.4E-1 ... ... ... ... ...

Dioxin 1,4-** 000290-67-5 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

Diphenylhydrazine, 1,2- 000122-66-7 ... ... 1.1E-4 ... ... 3.9E-3 ... ... ... ...

Disulfoton 000298-04-4 ... 1.5E-3 ... ... 5.4E-2 ... ... ... ... ...

Endosulfan (I or II) 000115-29-7 ... 2.2E-1 ... ... 8.1E+0 ... ... ... ... ...

Endosulfan I** 000959-98-8 ... 2.2E-1 ... ... 8.1E+0 ... 2.2E-1
G, Y 

3.4E-2
G, Y 

5.6E-2
G, Y 

8.7E-3
G, Y 

Endosulfan II** 033213-65-9 ... 2.2E-1 ... ... 8.1E+0 ... 2.2E-1
G, Y 

3.4E-2
G, Y 

5.6E-2
G, Y 

8.7E-3
G, Y 

Endrin 000072-20-8 2.0E-3 1.1E-2 ... ... 4.1E-1 ... 8.6E-2
K

3.7E-2
G

3.6E-2
K, O 

2.3E-3
G, aa 

Endrin aldehyde 007421-93-4 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

Ethyl benzene 000100-41-4 7.0E-1 3.7E+0 ... ... 1.4E+2 ... ... ... ... ...

Ethyl chloride 000075-00-3 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

Ethylene glycol monobutyl ether 000111-76-2 ... 1.8E+1 ... ... 6.8E+2 ... ... ... ... ...

(EBGE)**

Fluorene 000086-73-7 ... 1.5E+0 ... ... 5.4E+1 ... ... ... ... ...

Fluorine 007782-41-4 ... 2.2E+0 ... ... 8.1E+1 ... ... ... ... ...

* Indicates difference between previous version of chemical data ( JUN 96 ) and current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ).

** Indicates new hazardous substance in current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ). 
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Ground Water/Surface Water Pathway 

Drinking Water

Surface Water Pathway 

Food Chain 

Surface Water Pathway 

Environmental

FDAAL

(ppm)

Ref. Dose 

Screen Conc 

(mg/kg)

Cancer Risk 

Screen Conc 

(mg/kg)

Acute Chronic

CMC (μg/L) * CCC (μg/L) *

Fresh Salt Fresh Salt

Reference Dose Cancer Risk 

Substance Name
MCL/MCLG

CAS Number (mg/L)

Screen Conc 

(mg/L)

Screen Conc 

(mg/L)

Heptachlor 000076-44-8 4.0E-4 1.8E-2 1.9E-5 3.0E-1 6.8E-1 7.0E-4 5.2E-1
G

5.3E-2
G

3.8E-3
G, aa 

3.6E-3
G, aa 

Heptachlor epoxide, alpha, beta, gamma 001024-57-3 2.0E-4 4.7E-4 9.4E-6 3.0E-1 1.8E-2 3.5E-4 5.2E-1
G, V 

5.3E-2
G, V 

3.8E-3
G, V, aa 

3.6E-3
G, V, aa 

Heptachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin** 037871-00-4 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

Heptachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin 035822-46-9 ... ... 5.7E-7 ... ... 2.1E-5 ... ... ... ...

1,2,3,4,6,7,8-

Heptachlorodibenzofuran 1,2,3,4,6,7,8- 067562-39-4 ... ... 5.7E-7 ... ... 2.1E-5 ... ... ... ...

Heptachlorodibenzofuran 1,2,3,4,7,8,9- 055673-89-7 ... ... 5.7E-7* ... ... 2.1E-5* ... ... ... ...

Hexabromobiphenyl (PBB)** 036355-01-8 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

Hexachlorobenzene 000118-74-1 1.0E-3 2.9E-2 5.3E-5 ... 1.1E+0 2.0E-3 ... ... ... ...

Hexachlorobutadiene 000087-68-3 ... 7.3E-3 1.1E-3 ... 2.7E-1 4.0E-2 ... ... ... ...

Hexachlorocyclohexane, alpha- 000319-84-6 ... ... 1.4E-5 ... ... 5.0E-4 ... ... ... ...

Hexachlorocyclohexane, beta- 000319-85-7 ... ... 4.7E-5 ... ... 1.8E-3 ... ... ... ...

Hexachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin 1,2,3,4,7,8- 039227-28-6 ... ... 1.4E-8 ... ... 5.3E-7 ... ... ... ...

Hexachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin 1,2,3,6,7,8- 057653-85-7 ... ... 1.4E-8 ... ... 5.3E-7 ... ... ... ...

Hexachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin 1,2,3,7,8,9- 019408-74-3 ... ... 1.4E-8 ... ... 5.1E-7 ... ... ... ...

* Indicates difference between previous version of chemical data ( JUN 96 ) and current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ).

** Indicates new hazardous substance in current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ). 
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Reference Dose Cancer Risk 

MCL/MCLG Screen Conc Screen Conc 
Substance Name CAS Number (mg/L) (mg/L) (mg/L)

Surface Water Pathway 

Food Chain 

Surface Water Pathway 

Environmental

FDAAL

(ppm)

Ref. Dose 

Screen Conc 

(mg/kg)

Cancer Risk 

Screen Conc 

(mg/kg)

Acute Chronic

CMC (μg/L) * CCC (μg/L) *

Fresh Salt Fresh Salt

Hexachlorodibenzofuran 1,2,3,4,7,8- 070648-26-9 ... ... 5.7E-8 ... ... 2.1E-6 ... ... ... ...

Hexachlorodibenzofuran 1,2,3,6,7,8- 057117-44-9 ... ... 5.7E-8 ... ... 2.1E-6 ... ... ... ...

Hexachlorodibenzofuran 1,2,3,7,8,9- 072918-21-9 ... ... 5.7E-8 ... ... 2.1E-6 ... ... ... ...

Hexachlorodibenzofuran 2,3,4,6,7,8- 060851-34-5 ... ... 5.7E-8 ... ... 2.1E-6 ... ... ... ...

Hydrazine 000302-01-2 ... ... 2.8E-5 ... ... 1.1E-3 ... ... ... ...

Hydrogen sulfide 007783-06-4 ... 1.1E+0* ... ... 4.1E+1* ... ... ... 2.0E+0
F2

2.0E+0
F2

Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 000193-39-5 ... ... 1.2E-4 ... ... 4.3E-3 ... ... ... ...

Iron 007439-89-6 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 1.0E+3
F2

...

Lead 007439-92-1 1.5E-2 ... ... ... ... ... 6.5E+1
D, E, bb, gg 

2.1E+2
D, bb 

2.5E+0
D, E, bb, 

8.1E+0
D, bb 

gg

Lead chromate** 007758-97-6 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

Lindane 000058-89-9 2.0E-4 1.1E-2 6.6E-5 ... 4.1E-1 2.4E-3 9.5E-1
K

1.6E-1
G

... ...

Manganese 007439-96-5 ... 5.1E+0 ... ... 1.9E+2 ... ... ... ... ...

Mercury 007439-97-6 2.0E-3 1.1E-2 ... 1.0E+0 4.1E-1 ... 1.4E+0
D, K, hh 

1.8E+0
D, ee, hh 

7.7E-1
D, K, hh 

9.4E-1
D, ee, hh 

* Indicates difference between previous version of chemical data ( JUN 96 ) and current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ).

** Indicates new hazardous substance in current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ). 
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Ground Water/Surface Water Pathway 

Drinking Water

Surface Water Pathway 

Food Chain 

Surface Water Pathway 

Environmental

FDAAL

(ppm)

Ref. Dose 

Screen Conc 

(mg/kg)

Cancer Risk 

Screen Conc 

(mg/kg)

Acute Chronic

CMC (μg/L) * CCC (μg/L) *

Fresh Salt Fresh Salt

Reference Dose Cancer Risk 

Substance Name CAS Number
MCL/MCLG

(mg/L)

Screen Conc 

(mg/L)

Screen Conc 

(mg/L)

Methoxychlor 000072-43-5 4.0E-2 1.8E-1 ... ... 6.8E+0 ... ... ... 3.0E-2
F2

3.0E-2
F2

Methyl Parathion 000298-00-0 ... 9.1E-3 ... ... 3.4E-1 ... ... ... ... ...

Methyl ethyl ketone 000078-93-3 ... 2.2E+1 ... ... 8.1E+2 ... ... ... ... ...

Methyl isobutyl ketone 000108-10-1 ... 2.9E+0 ... ... 1.1E+2 ... ... ... ... ...

Methyl phenol, 4- 000106-44-5 ... 1.8E-1 ... ... 6.8E+0 ... ... ... ... ...

Methyl tert-butyl ether (MTBE)** 001634-04-4 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

Methylene chloride (dichloromethane) 000075-09-2 5.0E-3 2.2E+0 1.1E-2 ... 8.1E+1 4.2E-1 ... ... ... ...

Methylnaphthalene, 2- 000091-57-6 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

Naphthalene 000091-20-3 ... 1.5E+0 ... ... 5.4E+1 ... ... ... ... ...

Nickel 007440-02-0 ... 7.3E-1 ... ... 2.7E+1 ... 4.7E+2
D, E, K 

7.4E+1
D, bb 

5.2E+1
D, E, K 

8.2E+0
D, bb 

Nitrosodiphenylamine, N- 000086-30-6 ... ... 1.7E-2 ... ... 6.4E-1 ... ... ... ...

Pentachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin 1,2,3,7,8- 040321-76-4 ... ... 1.1E-9 ... ... 4.2E-8 ... ... ... ...

Pentachlorodibenzofuran 1,2,3,7,8- 057117-41-6 ... ... ...* ... ... ...* ... ... ... ...

Pentachlorodibenzofuran 2,3,4,7,8-** 057117-31-4 ... ... 5.7E-9 ... ... 2.1E-7 ... ... ... ...

* Indicates difference between previous version of chemical data ( JUN 96 ) and current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ).

** Indicates new hazardous substance in current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ). 
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Ground Water/Surface Water Pathway 

Drinking Water

Reference Dose Cancer Risk 

MCL/MCLG Screen Conc Screen Conc 
Substance Name CAS Number (mg/L) (mg/L) (mg/L)

Surface Water Pathway 

Food Chain 

Surface Water Pathway 

Environmental

FDAAL

(ppm)

Ref. Dose 

Screen Conc 

(mg/kg)

Cancer Risk 

Screen Conc 

(mg/kg)

Acute Chronic

CMC (μg/L) * CCC (μg/L) *

Fresh Salt Fresh Salt

Pentachlorophenol (PCP) 000087-86-5 1.0E-3 1.1E+0 7.1E-4 ... 4.1E+1 2.6E-2 1.9E+1
F, K 

1.3E+1
bb

1.5E+1
F, K 

7.9E+0
bb

Perchlorate** 014797-73-0 ... 3.7E-3 ... ... 1.4E-1 ... ... ... ... ...

Phenanthrene 000085-01-8 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

Phenol 000108-95-2 ... 1.1E+1* ... ... 4.1E+2* ... ... ... ... ...

Plutonium 007440-07-5 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) 001336-36-3 5.0E-4 7.3E-4 4.3E-5 ... 2.7E-2 1.6E-3 ... ... 1.4E-2
N, aa 

3.0E-2
N, aa 

Pyrene 000129-00-0 ... 1.1E+0 ... ... 4.1E+1 ... ... ... ... ...

Radium 007440-14-4 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

Radon 010043-92-2 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

Selenium 007782-49-2 5.0E-2 1.8E-1 ... ... 6.8E+0 ... ...
L, R, T 

2.9E+2
D, bb, dd 

5.0E+0
T

7.1E+1
D, bb, dd 

Silver 007440-22-4 ... 1.8E-1 ... ... 6.8E+0 ... 3.2E+0
D, E, G 

1.9E+0
D, G 

... ...

Strontium 007440-24-6 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

Styrene 000100-42-5 1.0E-1 7.3E+0 ... ... 2.7E+2 ... ... ... ... ...

* Indicates difference between previous version of chemical data ( JUN 96 ) and current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ).

** Indicates new hazardous substance in current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ). 



Page BII-11 HAZARD RANKING SYSTEM 

Hazardous Substance Benchmarks

28 Jan 2004 

SCDM Data Version : 1/27/2004 

Ground Water/Surface Water Pathway 

Drinking Water

Surface Water Pathway 

Food Chain 

Surface Water Pathway 

Environmental

FDAAL

(ppm)

Ref. Dose 

Screen Conc 

(mg/kg)

Cancer Risk 

Screen Conc 

(mg/kg)

Acute Chronic

CMC (μg/L) * CCC (μg/L) *

Fresh Salt Fresh Salt

Reference Dose Cancer Risk 

Substance Name CAS Number
MCL/MCLG

(mg/L)

Screen Conc 

(mg/L)

Screen Conc 

(mg/L)

Tetrachlorobenzene, 1,2,4,5- 000095-94-3 ... 1.1E-2 ... ... 4.1E-1 ... ... ... ... ...

Tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin** 041903-57-5 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

Tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin 2,3,7,8- 001746-01-6 3.0E-8 ... 5.7E-10 ... ... 2.1E-8 ... ... ... ...

(TCDD)

Tetrachlorodibenzofuran 2,3,7,8- 051207-31-9 ... ... 5.7E-9 ... ... 2.1E-7 ... ... ... ...

Tetrachloroethane, 1,1,2,2- 000079-34-5 ... ... 4.3E-4 ... ... 1.6E-2 ... ... ... ...

Tetrachloroethylene 000127-18-4 5.0E-3 3.6E-1 1.6E-3 ... 1.4E+1 6.1E-2 ... ... ... ...

Thallium 007440-28-0 5.0E-4 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

Toluene 000108-88-3 1.0E+0 7.3E+0 ... ... 2.7E+2 ... ... ... ... ...

Toxaphene 008001-35-2 3.0E-3 ... 7.7E-5 ... ... 2.9E-3 7.3E-1 2.1E-1 2.0E-4
aa

2.0E-4
aa

Trichlorobenzene, 1,2,4- 000120-82-1 7.0E-2 3.6E-1 ... ... 1.4E+1 ... ... ... ... ...

Trichloroethane, 1,1,1- 000071-55-6 2.0E-1 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

Trichloroethane, 1,1,2- 000079-00-5 3.0E-3 1.5E-1 1.5E-3 ... 5.4E+0 5.5E-2 ... ... ... ...

Trichloroethylene (TCE) 000079-01-6 5.0E-3 ... 7.7E-3 ... ... 2.9E-1 ... ... ... ...

Trichlorofluoromethane 000075-69-4 ... 1.1E+1 ... ... 4.1E+2 ... ... ... ... ...

* Indicates difference between previous version of chemical data ( JUN 96 ) and current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ).

** Indicates new hazardous substance in current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ). 
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SCDM Data Version : 1/27/2004 

Ground Water/Surface Water Pathway 

Drinking Water

Surface Water Pathway 

Food Chain 

Surface Water Pathway 

Environmental

FDAAL

(ppm)

Ref. Dose 

Screen Conc 

(mg/kg)

Cancer Risk 

Screen Conc 

(mg/kg)

Acute Chronic

CMC (μg/L) * CCC (μg/L) *

Fresh Salt Fresh Salt

Reference Dose Cancer Risk 

Substance Name
MCL/MCLG

CAS Number (mg/L)

Screen Conc 

(mg/L)

Screen Conc 

(mg/L)

Trichlorophenol, 2,4,6- 000088-06-2 ... ... 7.7E-3 ... ... 2.9E-1 ... ... ... ...

Trichloropropane, 1,2,3- 000096-18-4 ... 2.2E-1 1.2E-5 ... 8.1E+0 4.5E-4 ... ... ... ...

Trifluralin (Treflan) 001582-09-8 ... 2.7E-1 1.1E-2 ... 1.0E+1 4.1E-1 ... ... ... ...

Trinitrobenzene, 1,3,5- 000099-35-4 ... 1.1E+0* ... ... 4.1E+1* ... ... ... ... ...

Vanadium 007440-62-2 ... 2.6E-1 ... ... 9.5E+0 ... ... ... ... ...

Vinyl acetate 000108-05-4 ... 3.7E+1 ... ... 1.4E+3 ... ... ... ... ...

Vinyl chloride 000075-01-4 2.0E-3 1.1E-1* 5.7E-5 ... 4.1E+0* 2.1E-3 ... ... ... ...

Xylene** 001330-20-7 ... 7.3E+0 ... ... 2.7E+2 ... ... ... ... ...

Xylene, m- 000108-38-3 1.0E+1 7.3E+1 ... ... 2.7E+3 ... ... ... ... ...

Xylene, o- 000095-47-6 1.0E+1 7.3E+1 ... ... 2.7E+3 ... ... ... ... ...

Xylene, p- 000106-42-3 1.0E+1 ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

Zinc 007440-66-6 ... 1.1E+1 ... ... 4.1E+2 ... 1.2E+2
D, E, K 

9.0E+1
D, bb 

1.2E+2
D, E, K 

8.1E+1
D, bb 

* Indicates difference between previous version of chemical data ( JUN 96 ) and current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ).

** Indicates new hazardous substance in current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ). 
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Substance Name

Acenaphthene 000083-32-9 ... ... ... 4.7E+3 ...

Acenaphthylene 000208-96-8 ... ... ... ... ...

Acetone 000067-64-1 ... ... ... 7.0E+4* ...

Acrolein 000107-02-8 ... 2.1E-5 ... 3.9E+1* ...

CAS Number

AIR PATHWAY SOIL PATHWAY 

NAAQS

NESHAPS

(ug/m^3)

Reference Dose 

Screen Conc 

(mg/m^3)

Cancer Risk 

Screen Conc 

(mg/m^3)

Reference Dose 

Screen Conc 

(mg/kg)

Cancer Risk 

Screen Conc

(mg/kg)

Acrylamide 000079-06-1 ... ... 1.9E-6 1.6E+1 1.4E-1

Alachlor** 015972-60-8 ... ... ... 7.8E+2 8.0E+0

Aldrin 000309-00-2 ... ... 5.0E-7 2.3E+0 3.8E-2

Aluminum 007429-90-5 ... ... ... ... ...

Americium** 007440-35-9 ... ... ... ... ...

Aniline 000062-53-3 ... 1.0E-3 ... ... 1.1E+2*

Anthracene 000120-12-7 ... ... ... 2.3E+4* ...

Antimony 007440-36-0 ... 4.2E-4* ... 3.1E+1 ...

Arsenic 007440-38-2 ... ... 5.7E-7 2.3E+1 4.3E-1

Asbestos 001332-21-4 ... ... Inhal Unit Risk: ... ...

2.3E-1 fibers/mL*

* Indicates difference between previous version of chemical data ( JUN 96 ) and current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ).

** Indicates new hazardous substance in current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ). 
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Substance Name CAS Number

AIR PATHWAY SOIL PATHWAY 

NAAQS

NESHAPS

(ug/m^3)

Reference Dose 

Screen Conc 

(mg/m^3)

Cancer Risk 

Screen Conc 

(mg/m^3)

Reference Dose 

Screen Conc 

(mg/kg)

Cancer Risk 

Screen Conc

(mg/kg)

Barium 

Benz(a)anthracene 

Benzene 

Benzidine 

Benzo(a)pyrene 

Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 

Benzo(j,k)fluorene (Fluoranthene) 

Benzo(k)fluoranthene 

Beryllium 

Bis (2-ethylhexyl) phthalate 

Boron 

Bromodichloromethane 

Butylbenzyl phthalate 

Cadmium 

007440-39-3 ... 5.2E-4 ... 5.5E+3 ...

000056-55-3 ... ... ... ... 8.8E-1

000071-43-2 ... 3.1E-2* 3.1E-4 3.1E+2* 1.2E+1*

000092-87-5 ... ... 3.6E-8 2.3E+2 2.8E-3

000050-32-8 ... ... ... ... 8.8E-2

000191-24-2 ... ... ... ... ...

000206-44-0 ... ... ... 3.1E+3 ...

000207-08-9 ... ... ... ... 8.8E+0

007440-41-7 1.0E-2 2.1E+1* 1.0E-6 1.6E+2* ...*

000117-81-7 ... ... ... 1.6E+3 4.6E+1*

007440-42-8 ... 2.1E-2 ... 7.0E+3 ...

000075-27-4 ... ... ... 1.6E+3 1.0E+1

000085-68-7 ... ... ... 1.6E+4* ...

007440-43-9 ... 9.4E-4* 1.4E-6 3.9E+1 ...

* Indicates difference between previous version of chemical data ( JUN 96 ) and current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ).

** Indicates new hazardous substance in current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ). 
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Substance Name

Carbazole 000086-74-8 ... ... ... ... 3.2E+1*

Carbon disulfide 000075-15-0 ... 7.3E-1 ... 7.8E+3 ...

Carbon tetrachloride 000056-23-5 ... 2.1E-2* 1.6E-4 5.5E+1 4.9E+0

Cesium 007440-46-2 ... ... ... ... ...

CAS Number

AIR PATHWAY SOIL PATHWAY 

NAAQS

NESHAPS

(ug/m^3)

Reference Dose 

Screen Conc 

(mg/m^3)

Cancer Risk 

Screen Conc 

(mg/m^3)

Reference Dose 

Screen Conc 

(mg/kg)

Cancer Risk 

Screen Conc

(mg/kg)

Chlordane 000057-74-9 ... 7.3E-4* 2.4E-5 3.9E+1* 1.8E+0*

Chlordane, alpha- 005103-71-9 ... 7.3E-4* 2.4E-5* 3.9E+1* 1.8E+0*

Chlordane, gama- 005566-34-7 ... 7.3E-4* 2.4E-5* 3.9E+1* 1.8E+0*

Chlorobenzene 000108-90-7 ... 2.1E-2 ... 1.6E+3 ...

Chloroform 000067-66-3 ... ... 1.1E-4 7.8E+2 ...*

Chromium 007440-47-3 ... 8.3E-6* ...* 2.3E+2* ...

Chromium(III) 016065-83-1 ... ... ... 1.2E+5* ...

Chromium(VI) 018540-29-9 ... 8.3E-6* 2.0E-7 2.3E+2* ...

Chrysene 000218-01-9 ... ... ... ... 8.8E+1*

Cobalt 007440-48-4 ... ... ... ... ...

Copper 007440-50-8 ... ... ... ... ...

* Indicates difference between previous version of chemical data ( JUN 96 ) and current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ).

** Indicates new hazardous substance in current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ). 
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Substance Name CAS Number

AIR PATHWAY SOIL PATHWAY 

NAAQS

NESHAPS

(ug/m^3)

Reference Dose 

Screen Conc 

(mg/m^3)

Cancer Risk 

Screen Conc 

(mg/m^3)

Reference Dose 

Screen Conc 

(mg/kg)

Cancer Risk 

Screen Conc

(mg/kg)

Cumene 000098-82-8 ... 4.2E-1* ... 7.8E+3* ...

Cyanamide** 000420-04-2 ... ... ... ... ...

Cyanide 000057-12-5 ... ... ... 1.6E+3 ...

DDD 000072-54-8 ... ... ... ... 2.7E+0

DDE 000072-55-9 ... ... ... ... 1.9E+0

DDT 000050-29-3 ... ... 2.5E-5 3.9E+1 1.9E+0

Di-n-butyl phthalate 000084-74-2 ... ... ... 7.8E+3 ...

Di-n-octyl phthalate 000117-84-0 ... ... ... 1.6E+3 ...

Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 000053-70-3 ... ... ... ... 8.8E-2

Dibenzofuran 000132-64-9 ... ... ... 3.1E+2* ...

Dibromo-3-chloropropane, 1,2- 000096-12-8 ... 2.1E-4 3.5E-3 ... 4.6E-1

Dibromoethane, 1,2- 000106-93-4 ... 2.1E-4 1.1E-5 ... 7.5E-3

Dichlorobenzene, 1,4- 000106-46-7 ... 8.3E-1 ... ... 2.7E+1*

Dichloroethane, 1,1- 000075-34-3 ... 5.2E-1* ... 7.8E+3 ...

* Indicates difference between previous version of chemical data ( JUN 96 ) and current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ).

** Indicates new hazardous substance in current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ). 
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Substance Name

Dichloroethane, 1,2- 000107-06-2 ... ... 9.4E-5 ... 7.0E+0

Dichloroethylene, 1,1- 000075-35-4 ... 2.1E-1* 7.1E-6 3.9E+3* ...*

Dichloroethylene, 1,2-** 000540-59-0 ... ... ... 7.0E+2 ...

CAS Number

AIR PATHWAY SOIL PATHWAY 

NAAQS

NESHAPS

(ug/m^3)

Reference Dose 

Screen Conc 

(mg/m^3)

Cancer Risk 

Screen Conc 

(mg/m^3)

Reference Dose 

Screen Conc 

(mg/kg)

Cancer Risk 

Screen Conc

(mg/kg)

Dichloroethylene, cis-1,2- 000156-59-2 ... ... ... 7.8E+2 ...

Dichloroethylene, trans-1,2- 000156-60-5 ... ... ... 1.6E+3 ...

Dichlorophenol, 2,4- 000120-83-2 ... ... ... 2.3E+2 ...

Dichloropropane, 1,2- 000078-87-5 ... 4.2E-3 ... ... 9.4E+0

Dichloropropene, 1,3- 000542-75-6 ... 2.1E-2 6.1E-4 2.3E+3* 6.4E+0*

Dieldrin 000060-57-1 ... ... 5.3E-7 3.9E+0 4.0E-2

Diethyl phthalate 000084-66-2 ... ... ... 6.3E+4* ...

Dimethyl phenol, 2,4- 000105-67-9 ... ... ... 1.6E+3 ...

Dinitrobenzene, 1,3- 000099-65-0 ... ... ... 7.8E+0 ...

Dioxin 1,4-** 000290-67-5 ... ... ... ... ...

Diphenylhydrazine, 1,2- 000122-66-7 ... ... 1.1E-5 ... 8.0E-1

Disulfoton 000298-04-4 ... ... ... 3.1E+0 ...

* Indicates difference between previous version of chemical data ( JUN 96 ) and current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ).

** Indicates new hazardous substance in current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ). 
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Substance Name CAS Number

AIR PATHWAY SOIL PATHWAY 

NAAQS

NESHAPS

(ug/m^3)

Reference Dose 

Screen Conc 

(mg/m^3)

Cancer Risk 

Screen Conc 

(mg/m^3)

Reference Dose 

Screen Conc 

(mg/kg)

Cancer Risk 

Screen Conc

(mg/kg)

Endosulfan (I or II) 

Endosulfan I** 

Endosulfan II** 

Endrin 

Endrin aldehyde 

Ethyl benzene 

Ethyl chloride 

Ethylene glycol monobutyl ether (EBGE)** 

Fluorene 

Fluorine 

Heptachlor 

Heptachlor epoxide, alpha, beta, gamma 

Heptachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin** 

Heptachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin 1,2,3,4,6,7,8- 

000115-29-7 ... ... ... 4.7E+2 ...

000959-98-8 ... ... ... 4.7E+2 ...

033213-65-9 ... ... ... 4.7E+2 ...

000072-20-8 ... ... ... 2.3E+1 ...

007421-93-4 ... ... ... ... ...

000100-41-4 ... 1.0E+0 ... 7.8E+3 ...

000075-00-3 ... 1.0E+1 ... ... ...

000111-76-2 ... 2.1E-1 ... 3.9E+4 ...

000086-73-7 ... ... ... 3.1E+3 ...

007782-41-4 ... ... ... 4.7E+3 ...

000076-44-8 ... ... 1.9E-6 3.9E+1 1.4E-1

001024-57-3 ... ... 9.4E-7 1.0E+0 7.0E-2

037871-00-4 ... ... ... ... ...

035822-46-9 ... ... 5.7E-8 ... 4.3E-3

* Indicates difference between previous version of chemical data ( JUN 96 ) and current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ).

** Indicates new hazardous substance in current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ). 
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Substance Name CAS Number

AIR PATHWAY SOIL PATHWAY 

NAAQS

NESHAPS

(ug/m^3)

Reference Dose 

Screen Conc 

(mg/m^3)

Cancer Risk 

Screen Conc 

(mg/m^3)

Reference Dose 

Screen Conc 

(mg/kg)

Cancer Risk 

Screen Conc

(mg/kg)

Heptachlorodibenzofuran 1,2,3,4,6,7,8-

Heptachlorodibenzofuran 1,2,3,4,7,8,9-

Hexabromobiphenyl (PBB)**

Hexachlorobenzene

Hexachlorobutadiene

Hexachlorocyclohexane, alpha-

Hexachlorocyclohexane, beta-

Hexachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin 1,2,3,4,7,8-

Hexachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin 1,2,3,6,7,8-

Hexachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin 1,2,3,7,8,9-

Hexachlorodibenzofuran 1,2,3,4,7,8-

Hexachlorodibenzofuran 1,2,3,6,7,8-

Hexachlorodibenzofuran 1,2,3,7,8,9-

Hexachlorodibenzofuran 2,3,4,6,7,8-

067562-39-4 ... ... 5.7E-8 ... 4.3E-3

055673-89-7 ... ... 5.7E-8* ... 4.3E-3*

036355-01-8 ... ... ... ... ...

000118-74-1 ... ... 5.3E-6 6.3E+1 4.0E-1

000087-68-3 ... ... 1.1E-4 1.6E+1 8.2E+0

000319-84-6 ... ... 1.4E-6 ... 1.0E-1

000319-85-7 ... ... 4.6E-6 ... 3.5E-1

039227-28-6 ... ... 1.4E-9 ... 1.1E-4

057653-85-7 ... ... 1.4E-9 ... 1.1E-4

019408-74-3 ... ... 1.9E-9 ... 1.0E-4

070648-26-9 ... ... 5.7E-9 ... 4.3E-4

057117-44-9 ... ... 5.7E-9 ... 4.3E-4

072918-21-9 ... ... 5.7E-9 ... 4.3E-4

060851-34-5 ... ... 5.7E-9 ... 4.3E-4

* Indicates difference between previous version of chemical data ( JUN 96 ) and current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ).

** Indicates new hazardous substance in current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ). 
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Substance Name CAS Number

AIR PATHWAY SOIL PATHWAY 

NAAQS

NESHAPS

(ug/m^3)

Reference Dose 

Screen Conc 

(mg/m^3)

Cancer Risk 

Screen Conc 

(mg/m^3)

Reference Dose 

Screen Conc 

(mg/kg)

Cancer Risk 

Screen Conc

(mg/kg)

Hydrazine 

Hydrogen sulfide 

Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 

Iron 

Lead 

Lead chromate** 

Lindane 

Manganese 

Mercury 

Methoxychlor 

Methyl Parathion 

Methyl ethyl ketone 

Methyl isobutyl ketone 

Methyl phenol, 4- 

Methyl tert-butyl ether (MTBE)** 

000302-01-2 ... ... 5.0E-7 ... 2.1E-1

007783-06-4 ... 2.1E-3 ... 2.3E+3* ...

000193-39-5 ... ... ... ... 8.8E-1

007439-89-6 ... ... ... ... ...

007439-92-1 1.5E+0 ... ... ... ...

007758-97-6 ... ... ... ... ...

000058-89-9 ... ... ... 2.3E+1 4.9E-1

007439-96-5 ... 5.2E-5 ... 1.1E+4 ...

007439-97-6 ... 3.1E-4 ... 2.3E+1 ...

000072-43-5 ... ... ... 3.9E+2 ...

000298-00-0 ... ... ... 2.0E+1 ...

000078-93-3 ... 5.2E+0* ... 4.7E+4* ...

000108-10-1 ... 3.1E+0* ... 6.3E+3 ...

000106-44-5 ... ... ... 3.9E+2 ...

001634-04-4 ... 3.1E+0 ... ... ...

* Indicates difference between previous version of chemical data ( JUN 96 ) and current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ).

** Indicates new hazardous substance in current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ). 
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Substance Name CAS Number

AIR PATHWAY SOIL PATHWAY 

NAAQS

NESHAPS

(ug/m^3)

Reference Dose 

Screen Conc 

(mg/m^3)

Cancer Risk 

Screen Conc 

(mg/m^3)

Reference Dose 

Screen Conc 

(mg/kg)

Cancer Risk 

Screen Conc

(mg/kg)

Methylene chloride (dichloromethane) 

Methylnaphthalene, 2- 

Naphthalene 

Nickel 

Nitrosodiphenylamine, N- 

Pentachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin 1,2,3,7,8- 

Pentachlorodibenzofuran 1,2,3,7,8- 

Pentachlorodibenzofuran 2,3,4,7,8-** 

Pentachlorophenol (PCP) 

Perchlorate** 

Phenanthrene 

Phenol 

Plutonium 

Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) 

000075-09-2 ... 3.1E+0 5.2E-3 4.7E+3 8.5E+1*

000091-57-6 ... ... ... ... ...

000091-20-3 ... 3.1E-3* ... 3.1E+3 ...

007440-02-0 ... ... ... 1.6E+3 ...

000086-30-6 ... ... ... ... 1.3E+2*

040321-76-4 ... ... 1.1E-10 ... 8.5E-6

057117-41-6 ... ... ...* ... ...*

057117-31-4 ... ... 5.7E-10 ... 4.3E-5

000087-86-5 ... ... ... 2.3E+3 5.3E+0

014797-73-0 ... ... ... 7.8E+0 ...

000085-01-8 ... ... ... ... ...

000108-95-2 ... ... ... 2.3E+4* ...

007440-07-5 ... ... ... ... ...

001336-36-3 ... ... 2.4E-5* 1.6E+0 3.2E-1*

* Indicates difference between previous version of chemical data ( JUN 96 ) and current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ).

** Indicates new hazardous substance in current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ). 
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Substance Name CAS Number

AIR PATHWAY SOIL PATHWAY 

NAAQS

NESHAPS

(ug/m^3)

Reference Dose 

Screen Conc 

(mg/m^3)

Cancer Risk 

Screen Conc 

(mg/m^3)

Reference Dose 

Screen Conc 

(mg/kg)

Cancer Risk 

Screen Conc

(mg/kg)

Pyrene 

Radium 

Radon 

Selenium 

Silver 

Strontium 

Styrene 

Tetrachlorobenzene, 1,2,4,5- 

Tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin** 

Tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin 2,3,7,8- (TCDD) 

Tetrachlorodibenzofuran 2,3,7,8- 

Tetrachloroethane, 1,1,2,2- 

Tetrachloroethylene 

Thallium 

Toluene 

000129-00-0 ... ... ... 2.3E+3 ...

007440-14-4 ... ... ... ... ...

010043-92-2 ... ... ... ... ...

007782-49-2 ... ... ... 3.9E+2 ...

007440-22-4 ... ... ... 3.9E+2 ...

007440-24-6 ... ... ... 4.7E+4* ...

000100-42-5 ... 1.0E+0 ... 1.6E+4* ...

000095-94-3 ... ... ... 2.3E+1 ...

041903-57-5 ... ... ... ... ...

001746-01-6 ... ... 5.7E-11 ... 4.3E-6

051207-31-9 ... ... 5.7E-10 ... 4.3E-5

000079-34-5 ... ... 4.2E-5 ... 3.2E+0

000127-18-4 ... ... ... 7.8E+2 1.2E+1

007440-28-0 ... ... ... ... ...

000108-88-3 ... 4.2E-1 ... 1.6E+4* ...

* Indicates difference between previous version of chemical data ( JUN 96 ) and current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ).

** Indicates new hazardous substance in current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ). 
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Substance Name CAS Number

AIR PATHWAY SOIL PATHWAY 

NAAQS

NESHAPS

(ug/m^3)

Reference Dose 

Screen Conc 

(mg/m^3)

Cancer Risk 

Screen Conc 

(mg/m^3)

Reference Dose 

Screen Conc 

(mg/kg)

Cancer Risk 

Screen Conc

(mg/kg)

Toxaphene 008001-35-2 ... ... 7.6E-6 ... 5.8E-1

Trichlorobenzene, 1,2,4- 000120-82-1 ... 2.1E-1 ... 7.8E+2 ...

Trichloroethane, 1,1,1- 000071-55-6 ... 2.3E+0* ... ... ...

Trichloroethane, 1,1,2- 000079-00-5 ... ... 1.5E-4 3.1E+2 1.1E+1

Trichloroethylene (TCE) 000079-01-6 ... ... ... ... 5.8E+1*

Trichlorofluoromethane 000075-69-4 ... 7.3E-1 ... 2.3E+4* ...

Trichlorophenol, 2,4,6- 000088-06-2 ... ... 7.8E-4 ... 5.8E+1*

Trichloropropane, 1,2,3- 000096-18-4 ... ... ... 4.7E+2 9.1E-2

Trifluralin (Treflan) 001582-09-8 ... ... ... 5.9E+2 8.3E+1*

Trinitrobenzene, 1,3,5- 000099-35-4 ... ... ... 2.3E+3* ...

Vanadium 007440-62-2 ... ... ... 5.5E+2 ...

Vinyl acetate 000108-05-4 ... 2.1E-1 ... 7.8E+4* ...

Vinyl chloride 000075-01-4 ... 1.0E-1* 2.8E-4 2.3E+2* 4.3E-1*

Xylene** 001330-20-7 ... 1.0E-1 ... 1.6E+4 ...

* Indicates difference between previous version of chemical data ( JUN 96 ) and current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ).

** Indicates new hazardous substance in current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ). 
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Substance Name

Xylene, m- 000108-38-3 ... ... ... 1.6E+5* ...

Xylene, o- 000095-47-6 ... ... ... 1.6E+5* ...

CAS Number

AIR PATHWAY SOIL PATHWAY 

NAAQS

NESHAPS

(ug/m^3)

Reference Dose 

Screen Conc 

(mg/m^3)

Cancer Risk 

Screen Conc 

(mg/m^3)

Reference Dose 

Screen Conc 

(mg/kg)

Cancer Risk 

Screen Conc

(mg/kg)

Xylene, p- 000106-42-3 ... ... ... ... ...

Zinc 007440-66-6 ... ... ... 2.3E+4* ...

* Indicates difference between previous version of chemical data ( JUN 96 ) and current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ).

** Indicates new hazardous substance in current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ). 



Page BII-25 

SCDM Data Version : 1/27/2004 

HAZARD RANKING SYSTEM 

Hazardous Substance Benchmarks

28 Jan 2004 

Substance Name CAS Number

DRINKING WATER FOOD CHAIN AIR SOIL

MCL

(pCi/L)

Cancer Risk 

Screen Conc 

(pCi/L)

Cancer Risk 

Screen Conc 

(pCi/kg)

Cancer Risk 

Screen Conc 

(pCi/m3)

UMTRCA

(pCi/kg)

Cancer Risk 

Soil Ing 

(pCi/kg)

Cancer Risk 

Soil Gam 

(pCi/kg)

Americium 241 014596-10-2 1.5E+1* 4.6E-1* 1.3E+1* 1.7E-4* ... 3.7E+3* ...

Antimony 125(+D) (radionuclide) 014234-35-6 3.0E+2* 9.3E+0* 2.4E+2* 2.5E-1* ... 6.0E+4* ...

Cadmium 109 (radionuclide) 014109-32-1 6.0E+2* 9.5E+0* 2.6E+2* 2.2E-1* ... 7.0E+4* ...

Cesium 137(+D) (radionuclide) 010045-97-3 2.0E+2* 1.6E+0* 4.7E+1* 4.0E-1* ... 1.8E+4* ...

Cobalt 57 (radionuclide) 013981-50-5 1.0E+3* 4.6E+1* 1.2E+3* 2.3E+0* ... 2.9E+5* ...

Cobalt 60 (radionuclide) 010198-40-0 1.0E+2* 3.0E+0* 7.9E+1* 1.3E-1* ... 2.0E+4* ...

Iron 55 (radionuclide) 014681-59-5 2.0E+3* 5.5E+1* 1.5E+3* 6.0E+0* ... 3.8E+5* ...

Lead 210(+D) (radionuclide) 014255-04-0 ... 3.7E-2 5.1E-1* 3.4E-4 ... 3.0E+2* ...

Manganese 54 (radionuclide) 013966-31-9 3.0E+2* 2.1E+1* 5.7E+2* 8.1E-1* ... 1.5E+5* ...

Nickel 59 (radionuclide) 014336-70-0 3.0E+2* 1.8E+2* 4.5E+3* 1.0E+1* ... 1.1E+6* ...

Nickel 63 (radionuclide) 013981-37-8 5.0E+1* 7.1E+1* 1.9E+3* 2.9E+0* ... 4.4E+5* ...

Plutonium 236 (radionuclide) 015411-92-4 ... 6.4E-1 1.8E+1* 2.1E-4* ... 4.6E+3* ...

Plutonium 238 (radionuclide) 013981-16-3 1.5E+1* 3.6E-1* 1.0E+1* 1.4E-4* ... 2.9E+3* ...

Plutonium 239 (radionuclide) 015117-48-3 1.5E+1* 3.5E-1* 1.0E+1* 1.4E-4* ... 2.9E+3* ...

Plutonium 240 (radionuclide) 014119-33-6 1.5E+1* 3.5E-1* 1.0E+1* 1.4E-4* ... 2.9E+3* ...

* Indicates difference between previous version of chemical data ( JUN 96 ) and current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ).

** Indicates new hazardous substance in current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ). 
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Substance Name CAS Number

DRINKING WATER FOOD CHAIN AIR SOIL

MCL

(pCi/L)

Cancer Risk 

Screen Conc 

(pCi/L)

Cancer Risk 

Screen Conc 

(pCi/kg)

Cancer Risk 

Screen Conc 

(pCi/m3)

UMTRCA

(pCi/kg)

Cancer Risk 

Soil Ing 

(pCi/kg)

Cancer Risk 

Soil Gam 

(pCi/kg)

Plutonium 241(+D) (radionuclide)

Plutonium 242 (radionuclide)

Plutonium 243 (radionuclide)

Plutonium 244(+D) (radionuclide)

Radium 226(+D) (radionuclide)

Radium 228(+D) (radionuclide)

Radon 222 (+D)(radionuclide) 

Silver 108m(+D) (radionuclide)

Silver 110m (radionuclide)

Strontium 90(+D) (radionuclide)

Technetium 99 (radionuclide)**

Thallium 204 (radionuclide) 

Thorium 227 (radionuclide)

Thorium 228(+D) (radionuclide)

014119-32-5 ... 2.7E+1* 7.7E+2* 1.4E-2* ... 2.4E+5* ...

013982-10-0 1.5E+1* 3.7E-1* 1.1E+1* 1.5E-4* ... 3.0E+3* ...

015706-37-3 ... 1.0E+2* 2.5E+3* 1.6E+1* ... 5.9E+5* ...

014119-34-7 1.5E+1* 3.5E-1* 9.8E+0* 1.6E-4* ... 2.7E+3* ...

013982-63-3 5.0E+0* 1.2E-1 3.4E+0* 4.1E-4 ... 1.1E+3* ...

015262-20-1 5.0E+0* 4.6E-2* 1.2E+0* 9.1E-4* ... 3.5E+2* ...

014859-67-7 ... ... ... 6.3E-1 ... ... ...

014391-65-2 ... 5.8E+0* 1.6E+2* 1.8E-1* ... 4.1E+4* ...

014391-76-5 9.0E+1* 4.8E+0* 1.3E+2* 1.7E-1* ... 3.4E+4* ...

010098-97-2 8.0E+0* 6.4E-1* 1.8E+1* 4.2E-2* ... 5.5E+3* ...

014133-76-7 9.0E+2 1.7E+1 4.4E+2 3.4E-1* ... 1.0E+5 ...

013968-51-9 3.0E+2* 8.1E+0* 2.1E+2* 1.9E+0* ... 5.2E+4* ...

015623-47-9 ... 1.0E+0* 2.5E+1* 1.4E-4* ... 5.8E+3* ...

014274-82-9 1.5E+1* 1.6E-1 4.2E+0* 3.3E-5* ... 9.8E+2* ...

* Indicates difference between previous version of chemical data ( JUN 96 ) and current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ).

** Indicates new hazardous substance in current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ). 
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Substance Name CAS Number

DRINKING WATER FOOD CHAIN AIR SOIL

MCL

(pCi/L)

Cancer Risk 

Screen Conc 

(pCi/L)

Cancer Risk 

Screen Conc 

(pCi/kg)

Cancer Risk 

Screen Conc 

(pCi/m3)

UMTRCA

(pCi/kg)

Cancer Risk 

Soil Ing 

(pCi/kg)

Cancer Risk 

Soil Gam 

(pCi/kg)

Thorium 229(+D) (radionuclide)

Thorium 230 (radionuclide)

Thorium 231 (radionuclide)

Thorium 232 (radionuclide)

Thorium 234 (radionuclide)

Tritium

Uranium 232 (radionuclide)

Uranium 233 (radionuclide)

Uranium 234 (radionuclide)

Uranium 235(+D) (radionuclide)

Uranium 236(+D) (radionuclide)

Uranium 238(+D) (radionuclide)

Zinc 65 (radionuclide)

015594-54-4 1.5E+1* 9.0E-2 2.5E+0* 2.1E-5* ... 6.2E+2* ...

014269-63-7 1.5E+1* 5.2E-1* 1.5E+1* 1.7E-4* ... 3.9E+3* ...

014932-40-2 ... 2.2E+1* 5.4E+2* 3.1E+0* ... 1.2E+5* ...

007440-29-1 1.5E+1* 4.7E-1* 1.3E+1* 1.1E-4* ... 3.4E+3* ...

015065-10-8 ... 2.1E+0* 5.8E+1* 1.6E-1* ... 1.2E+4* ...

010028-17-8 ... 4.3E+2* 1.2E+4* 2.4E+1* ... 3.6E+6* ...

014158-29-3 2.0E+1* 1.6E-1* 4.6E+0* 2.4E-4* ... 1.4E+3* ...

013968-55-3 2.0E+1* 6.6E-1* 1.8E+1* 4.1E-4* ... 5.0E+3* ...

013966-29-5 2.0E+1* 6.7E-1* 1.8E+1* 4.2E-4* ... 5.0E+3* ...

015117-96-1 2.0E+1* 6.6E-1* 1.8E+1* 4.7E-4* ... 4.9E+3* ...

013982-70-2 2.0E+1* 7.1E-1* 1.9E+1* 4.5E-4* ... 5.3E+3* ...

007440-61-1 2.0E+1* 5.5E-1* 1.5E+1* 5.1E-4* ... 3.8E+3* ...

013982-39-3 3.0E+2* 4.1E+0* 1.1E+2* 8.2E-1* ... 3.2E+4* ...

* Indicates difference between previous version of chemical data ( JUN 96 ) and current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ).

** Indicates new hazardous substance in current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ). 
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Footnote Code 

Footnote Description

A This recommended water quality criterion was derived from data for arsenic (III), but is applied here to total arsenic, which might imply that arsenic (III) and arsenic (V) are equally toxic to aquatic life

and that their toxicities are additive. In the arsenic criteria document (EPA 440/5-84-033, January 1985), Species Mean Acute Values are given for both arsenic (III) and arsenic (V) for five species and

the ratios of the SMAVs for each species range from 0.6 to 1.7.  Chronic values are available for both arsenic (III) and arsenic (V) for one species; for the fathead minnow, the chronic value for arsenic

(V) is 0.29 times the chronic value for arsenic (III). No data are known to be available concerning whether the toxicities of the forms of arsenic to aquatic organisms are additive. 

B This criterion has been revised to reflect The Environmental Protection Agency’s q1* or RfD, as contained in the Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) as of May 17, 2002. The fish tissue 

bioconcentration factor (BCF) from the 1980 Ambient Water Quality Criteria document was retained in each case. 

C This criterion is based on carcinogenicity of 10-6 risk. Alternate risk levels may be obtained by moving the decimal point (e.g., for a risk level of 10-5, move the decimal point in the recommended

criterion one place to the right). 

D Freshwater and saltwater criteria for metals are expressed in terms of the dissolved metal in the water column. The recommended water quality criteria value was calculated by using the previous 304(a) 

aquatic life criteria expressed in terms of total recoverable metal, and multiplying it by a conversion factor (CF). The term "Conversion Factor" (CF) represents the recommended conversion factor for 

converting a metal criterion expressed as the total recoverable fraction in the water column to a criterion expressed as the dissolved fraction in the water column. (Conversion Factors for saltwater CCCs 

are not currently available. Conversion factors derived for saltwater CMCs have been used for both saltwater CMCs and CCCs). See "Office of Water Policy and Technical Guidance on Interpretation 

and Implementation of Aquatic Life Metals Criteria,” October 1, 1993, by Martha G. Prothro, Acting Assistant Administrator for Water, available from the Water Resource center, USEPA, 401 M St.,

SW, mail code RC4100, Washington, DC 20460; and 40CFR§131.36(b)(1). Conversion Factors applied in the table can be found in Appendix A to the Preamble- Conversion Factors for Dissolved 

Metals (which is attached below). 

E The freshwater criterion for this metal is expressed as a function of hardness (mg/L) in the water column. The value given here corresponds to a hardness of 100 mg/L. Criteria values for other hardness

may be calculated from the following: CMC (dissolved) = exp{mA [ln(hardness)]+ bA} (CF), or CCC (dissolved) = exp{mC [ln (hardness)]+ bC} (CF) and the parameters specified in Appendix B-

Parameters for Calculating Freshwater Dissolved Metals Criteria That Are Hardness-Dependent (which is attached below). 

F Freshwater aquatic life values for pentachlorophenol are expressed as a function of pH, and are calculated as follows: CMC = exp(1.005(pH)-4.869); CCC = exp(1.005(pH)-5.134). Values displayed in 

table correspond to a pH of 7.8.

G This Criterion is based on 304(a) aquatic life criterion issued in 1980, and was issued in one of the following documents: Aldrin/Dieldrin (EPA 440/5-80-019), Chlordane (EPA 440/5-80-027), DDT 

(EPA 440/5-80-038), Endosulfan (EPA 440/5-80-046), Endrin (EPA 440/5-80-047), Heptachlor (EPA 440/5- 80-052), Hexachlorocyclohexane (EPA 440/5-80-054), Silver (EPA 440/5-80-071). The

Minimum Data Requirements and derivation procedures were different in the 1980 Guidelines than in the 1985 Guidelines. For example, a “CMC” derived using the 1980 Guidelines was derived to be 

used as an instantaneous maximum. If assessment is to be done using an averaging period, the values given should be divided by 2 to obtain a value that is more comparable to a CMC derived using the 

1985 Guidelines. 

H No criterion for protection of human health from consumption of aquatic organisms excluding water was presented in the 1980 criteria document or in the 1986 Quality Criteria for Water. Nevertheless,

sufficient information was presented in the 1980 document to allow the calculation of a criterion, even though the results of such a calculation were not shown in the document.

I This criterion for asbestos is the Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) developed under the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA).

J This fish tissue residue criterion for methylmercury is based on a total fish consumption rate of 0.0175 kg/day.

* Indicates difference between previous version of chemical data ( JUN 96 ) and current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ).

** Indicates new hazardous substance in current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ). 
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Footnote Description

K This recommended criterion is based on a 304(a) aquatic life criterion that was issued in the 1995 Updates: Water Quality Criteria Documents for the Protection of Aquatic Life in Ambient Water,

(EPA-820-B-96-001, September 1996). This value was derived using the GLI Guidelines (60FR15393-15399, March 23, 1995; 40CFR132 Appendix A); the difference between the 1985 Guidelines 

and the GLI Guidelines are explained on page iv of the 1995 Updates. None of the decisions concerning the derivation of this criterion were affected by any considerations that are specific to the Great 

Lakes.

L The CMC = 1/[(f1/CMC1) + (f2/CMC2)] where f1 and f2 are the fractions of total selenium that are treated as selenite and selenate, respectively, and CMC1 and CMC2 are 185.9 g/l and 12.82 g/l,

respectively.

M EPA is currently reassessing the criteria for arsenic. 

N This criterion applies to total pcbs, (e.g., the sum of all congener or all isomer or homolog or Aroclor analyses.)

O The derivation of the CCC for this pollutant (Endrin) did not consider exposure through the diet, which is probably important for aquatic life occupying upper trophic levels. 

P Although a new RfD is available in IRIS, the surface water criteria will not be revised until the National Primary Drinking Water Regulations: Stage 2 Disinfectants and Disinfection Byproducts Rule 

(Stage 2 DBPR) is completed, since public comment on the relative source contribution (RSC) for chloroform is anticipated. 

Q This recommended water quality criterion is expressed as g free cyanide (as CN)/L. 

R This value for selenium was announced (61FR58444-58449, November 14, 1996) as a proposed GLI 303( c) aquatic life criterion. EPA is currently working on this criterion and so this value might

change substantially in the near future. 

S This recommended water quality criterion for arsenic refers to the inorganic form only. 

T This recommended water quality criterion for selenium is expressed in terms of total recoverable metal in the water column. It is scientifically acceptable to use the conversion factor (0.996- CMC or 

0.922- CCC) that was used in the GLI to convert this to a value that is expressed in terms of dissolved metal.

U The organoleptic effect criterion is more stringent than the value for priority toxic pollutants. 

V This value was derived from data for heptachlor and the criteria document provides insufficient data to estimate the relative toxicities of heptachlor and heptachlor epoxide. 

W Although EPA has not published a completed criteria document for butylbenzyl phthalate it is EPA’s understanding that sufficient data exist to allow calculation of aquatic criteria. It is anticipated that 

industry intends to publish in the peer reviewed literature draft aquatic life criteria generated in accordance with EPA Guidelines. EPA will review such criteria for possible issuance as national WQC. 

X There is a full set of aquatic life toxicity data that show that DEHP is not toxic to aquatic organisms at or below its solubility limit.

Y This value was derived from data for endosulfan and is most appropriately applied to the sum of alpha-endosulfan and beta-endosulfan.

Z A more stringent MCL has been issued by EPA. Refer to drinking water regulations (40 CFR 141) or Safe Drinking Water Hotline (1-800-426-4791) for values. 

aa This criterion is based on a 304(a) aquatic life criterion issued in 1980 or 1986, and was issued in one of the following documents: Aldrin/Dieldrin (EPA 440/5-80-019), Chlordane (EPA 440/5-80-027),

DDT (EPA 440/5-80- 038), Endrin (EPA 440/5-80-047), Heptachlor (EPA 440/5-80-052), Polychlorinated biphenyls (EPA 440/5-80-068), Toxaphene (EPA 440/5-86-006). This CCC is currently

based on the Final Residue Value (FRV) procedure. Since the publication of the Great Lakes Aquatic Life Criteria Guidelines in 1995 (60FR15393-15399, March 23, 1995), the Agency no longer uses 

the Final Residue Value procedure for deriving CCCs for new or revised 304(a) aquatic life criteria. Therefore, the Agency anticipates that future revisions of this CCC will not be based on the FRV 

procedure.

* Indicates difference between previous version of chemical data ( JUN 96 ) and current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ).

** Indicates new hazardous substance in current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ). 
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bb This water quality criterion is based on a 304(a) aquatic life criterion that was derived using the 1985 Guidelines (Guidelines for Deriving Numerical National Water Quality Criteria for the Protection 
of Aquatic Organisms and Their Uses, PB85-227049, January 1985) and was issued in one of the following criteria documents: Arsenic (EPA 440/5-84-033), Cadmium (EPA 882-R-01-001),

Chromium (EPA 440/5-84-029), Copper (EPA 440/5-84-031), Cyanide (EPA 440/5- 84-028), Lead (EPA 440/5-84-027), Nickel (EPA 440/5-86-004), Pentachlorophenol (EPA 440/5-86-009),

Toxaphene, (EPA 440/5-86-006), Zinc (EPA 440/5-87- 003).

cc When the concentration of dissolved organic carbon is elevated, copper is substantially less toxic and use of Water-Effect Ratios might be appropriate.

dd The selenium criteria document (EPA 440/5-87-006, September 1987) provides that if selenium is as toxic to saltwater fishes in the field as it is to freshwater fishes in the field, the status of the fish

community should be monitored whenever the concentration of selenium exceeds 5.0 g/L in salt water because the saltwater CCC does not take into account uptake via the food chain. 

ee This recommended water quality criterion was derived on page 43 of the mercury criteria document (EPA 440/5- 84-026, January 1985). The saltwater CCC of 0.025 ug/L given on page 23 of the 

criteria document is based on the Final Residue Value procedure in the 1985 Guidelines. Since the publication of the Great Lakes Aquatic Life Criteria Guidelines in 1995 (60FR15393-15399, March

23, 1995), the Agency no longer uses the Final Residue Value procedure for deriving CCCs for new or revised 304(a) aquatic life criteria. 

ff This recommended water quality criterion was derived in Ambient Water Quality Criteria Saltwater Copper Addendum (Draft, April 14, 1995) and was promulgated in the Interim final National Toxics

Rule (60FR22228- 222237, May 4, 1995).

gg EPA is actively working on this criterion and so this recommended water quality criterion may change substantially in the near future.

hh This recommended water quality criterion was derived from data for inorganic mercury (II), but is applied here to total mercury. If a substantial portion of the mercury in the water column is 

methylmercury, this criterion will probably be under protective. In addition, even though inorganic mercury is converted to methylmercury and methylmercury bioaccumulates to a great extent, this 

criterion does not account for uptake via the food chain because sufficient data were not available when the criterion was derived.

ii This criterion applies to DDT and its metabolites (i.e., the total concentration of DDT and its metabolites should not exceed this value). 

F2 The derivation of this value is presented in the Red Book (EPA 440/9-76-023, July, 1976).

G2 This value is based on a 304(a) aquatic life criterion that was derived using the 1985 Guidelines (Guidelines for Deriving Numerical National Water Quality Criteria for the Protection of Aquatic 
Organisms and Their Uses, PB85-227049, January 1985) and was issued in one of the following criteria documents: Aluminum (EPA 440/5-86-008); Chloride (EPA 440/5-88-001); Chloropyrifos

(EPA 440/5-86-005).

I2 This value for aluminum is expressed in terms of total recoverable metal in the water column.

L2 There are three major reasons why the use of Water-Effect Ratios might be appropriate. (1) The value of 87 g/l is based on a toxicity test with the striped bass in water with pH= 6.5-6.6 and hardness

<10 mg/L. Data in “Aluminum Water-Effect Ratio for the 3M Plant Effluent Discharge, Middleway, West Virginia” (May 1994) indicate that aluminum is substantially less toxic at higher pH and 

hardness, but the effects of pH and hardness are not well quantified at this time. (2) In tests with the brook trout at low pH and hardness, effects increased with increasing concentrations of total 

aluminum even though the concentration of dissolved aluminum was constant, indicating that total recoverable is a more appropriate measurement than dissolved, at least when particulate aluminum is 

primarily aluminum hydroxide particles. In surface waters, however, the total recoverable procedure might measure aluminum associated with clay particles, which might be less toxic than aluminum

associated with aluminum hydroxide. (3) EPA is aware of field data indicating that many high quality waters in the U.S. contain more than 87 g aluminum/L, when either total recoverable or dissolved 

is measured.

* Indicates difference between previous version of chemical data ( JUN 96 ) and current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ).

** Indicates new hazardous substance in current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ). 
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Conversion Factors for Dissolved Metals 

Metal Conversion Factor 

Freshwater CMC 

Conversion Factor 

Freshwater CCC 

Conversion Factor 

Saltwater CMC 

Conversion Factor 

Saltwater CMC 

Arsenic 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000

Cadmium 1.136672-[(ln

hardness)(0.041838)]

1.101672-[(ln

hardness)(0.041838)]

0.994 0.994

ChromiumIII 0.316 0.860

Chromium VI 0.982 0.962 0.993 0.993

Copper 0.960 0.960 0.83 0.83

Lead 1.46203-[(ln

hardness)(0.145712)]

1.46203-[ln

hardness)(0.145712)]

0.951 0.951

Mercury 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85

Nickel 0.998 0.997 0.990 0.990

Selenium 0.998 0.998

Silver 0.85 0.85

Zinc 0.978 0.986 0.946 0.946

* Indicates difference between previous version of chemical data ( JUN 96 ) and current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ).

** Indicates new hazardous substance in current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ). 
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Parameters for Calculating Freshwater Dissolved Metals That are Hardness Dependent 

Conversion Factors (CF) 

Chemical mA bA mC bC CMC CCC

Cadmium 1.0166 -3.924 0.7409 -4.719 1.136672-[(ln

hardness)(0.041838)]

1.101672-[(ln

hardness)(0.041838)]

Chromium III 0.8190 3.7256 0.8190 0.6848 0.316 0.860

Copper 0.9422 -1.700 0.8545 -1.702 0.960 0.960

Lead 1.273 -1.460 1.273 -4.705 1.46203-[(ln

hardness)(0.145712)]

1.46203-[(ln

hardness)(0.145712)]

Nickel 0.8460 2.255 0.8460 0.0584 0.998 0.997

Silver 1.72 -6.59 0.85

Zinc 0.8473 0.884 0.8473 0.884 0.978 0.986

Hardness-dependent metals’ criteria may be calculated from the following: 

CMC (dissolved) = exp {mA [ln(hardness)] + bA} (CF) 

CCC (dissolved) = exp {mC [ln(hardness)] + bC} (CF) 

* Indicates difference between previous version of chemical data ( JUN 96 ) and current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ).

** Indicates new hazardous substance in current version of chemical data ( JAN04 ). 
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Hazardous Substance Synonyms Report 
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SCDM Data Version : 1/27/2004 

CAS Number Chemical Name Synonyms

000083-32-9 Acenaphthene

000067-64-1 Acetone

000107-02-8 Acrolein

000079-06-1 Acrylamide

000062-53-3 Aniline

000120-12-7 Anthracene

000056-55-3 Benz(a)anthracene

000071-43-2 Benzene

000092-87-5 Benzidine

000050-32-8 Benzo(a)pyrene

000206-44-0 Benzo(j,k)fluorene

(Fluoranthene)

000207-08-9 Benzo(k)fluoranthene

000117-81-7 Bis (2-ethylhexyl) phthalate 

000075-27-4 Bromodichloromethane

000085-68-7 Butylbenzyl phthalate 

000075-15-0 Carbon disulfide 

000056-23-5 Carbon tetrachloride

000057-74-9 Chlordane

005103-71-9 Chlordane, alpha-

005566-34-7 Chlordane, gama-

000108-90-7 Chlorobenzene

000067-66-3 Chloroform

007440-47-3 Chromium

000218-01-9 Chrysene

000098-82-8 Cumene

000057-12-5 Cyanide

000072-54-8 DDD

000072-55-9 DDE

000050-29-3 DDT

000084-74-2 Di-n-butyl phthalate 

000117-84-0 Di-n-octyl phthalate 

000053-70-3 Dibenz(a,h)anthracene

000132-64-9 Dibenzofuran

000096-12-8 Dibromo-3-chloropropane, 1,2-

000106-93-4 Dibromoethane, 1,2-

000106-46-7 Dichlorobenzene, 1,4-

000075-34-3 Dichloroethane, 1,1-

000107-06-2 Dichloroethane, 1,2-

Acenaphthylene, 1,2-dihydro 

2-Propanone 

Propenal 

Propenamide 

Benzeneamine 

Paranaphthalene 

Benzanthrene 

Coal naptha 

(1,1'-biphenyl)-4,4'-diamine 

Benz(a)pyrene 

Fluoranthene 

Dibenzo(b,j,k)fluorene 

Benzenedicarboxylic acid, bis (2-ethylhexyl) ester, 1,2- 

Dichlorobromomethane 

1,2-benzenedicarboxylic acid, butyl phenylmethyl ester 

Dithiocarbonic anhydride 

Tetrachloromethane 

Octachloro-4,7-methanotetrahydroindane 

cis-Chlordane 

trans-Chlordane 

Phenyl chloride 

Trichloromethane 

Chrome 

Benzophenanthrene, 1,2- 

Methylethylbenzene, 1- 

Hydrocyanic acid 

Dichlorodiphenyl dichloroethane 

Dichlorodiphenyldichloroethylene, p,p- 

Dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane, 4,4- 

Benzenedicarboxylic acid, dibutyl ester, 1,2- 

Benzenedicarboxylic acid, dioctyl ester, 1,2- 

Dibenz(a)anthracene, 1,2:5,6- 

Diphenylene Oxide 

Nemazon 

Ethylene dibromide (EDB) 

Chlorophenyl chloride, p- 

Ethylidene chloride 

Ethylene chloride 
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Hazardous Substance Synonyms Report 
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CAS Number Chemical Name Synonyms

000075-35-4 Dichloroethylene, 1,1-

000156-59-2 Dichloroethylene, cis-1,2-

000156-60-5 Dichloroethylene, trans-1,2-

000120-83-2 Dichlorophenol, 2,4-

000078-87-5 Dichloropropane, 1,2-

000542-75-6 Dichloropropene, 1,3-

000060-57-1 Dieldrin

000084-66-2 Diethyl phthalate 

000105-67-9 Dimethyl phenol, 2,4-

000099-65-0 Dinitrobenzene, 1,3-

000122-66-7 Diphenylhydrazine, 1,2-

000100-41-4 Ethyl benzene 

000075-00-3 Ethyl chloride

000086-73-7 Fluorene

007782-41-4 Fluorine

000076-44-8 Heptachlor

001024-57-3 Heptachlor epoxide, alpha, beta, 

gamma

000118-74-1 Hexachlorobenzene

000087-68-3 Hexachlorobutadiene

000319-84-6 Hexachlorocyclohexane, alpha-

000319-85-7 Hexachlorocyclohexane, beta-

000302-01-2 Hydrazine

007783-06-4 Hydrogen sulfide 

000058-89-9 Lindane

000072-43-5 Methoxychlor

000298-00-0 Methyl Parathion

000078-93-3 Methyl ethyl ketone 

000108-10-1 Methyl isobutyl ketone 

000106-44-5 Methyl phenol, 4-

000075-09-2 Methylene chloride

(dichloromethane)

000091-57-6 Methylnaphthalene, 2-

000091-20-3 Naphthalene

000086-30-6 Nitrosodiphenylamine, N-

000085-01-8 Phenanthrene

000108-95-2 Phenol

001336-36-3 Polychlorinated biphenyls

(PCBs)

Dichloroethylene, 1,1- 

cis-dichloroethylene 

1,2-dichloroethylene 

Dichlorophenol, 4,6- 

Propylene chloride 

Dichloropropylene, 1,3- 

Aldrin epoxide 

Benzenedicarboxylic acid, didecyl ester, 1,2- 

1-Hydroxy-2,4-dimethylbenzene 

Dinitrobenzene, 1,2- 

Hydrazodibenzene 

Phenylethane 

Chloroethane 

Methylenebiphenyl, 2,2- 

Fluorine-19 

Chlorochlordene, 3- 

Epoxyheptachlor 

Perchlorobenzene 

Perchlorobutadiene 

alpha-BHC 

beta-BHC 

Diamine 

Hydrosulfuric acid 

Hexachlorocyclohexane- gamma 

(2,2,2-trichloroethylidiene)bis(4-methoxy-benzene), 1,1'- 

Dimethyl p-nitrophenyl thiophosphate 

Butanone 

Methyl-2-pentanone, 4- 

Methyl phenol, 4- 

Dichloromethane 

Methylnaphthalene, 2- 

Tar camphor 

Diphenylnitrosamine : Nitrosophenylbenzeneamine, – 

Phenanthren 

Phenyl alcohol 

Polychlorinated biphenyls 

000129-00-0 Pyrene Benzo(def)phenanthrene
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Hazardous Substance Synonyms Report 
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SCDM Data Version : 1/27/2004 

CAS Number Chemical Name Synonyms

000100-42-5 Styrene

000095-94-3 Tetrachlorobenzene, 1,2,4,5-

001746-01-6 Tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin

2,3,7,8- (TCDD)

000079-34-5 Tetrachloroethane, 1,1,2,2-

000127-18-4 Tetrachloroethylene

007440-29-1 Thorium 232 (radionuclide)

000108-88-3 Toluene

008001-35-2 Toxaphene

000071-55-6 Trichloroethane, 1,1,1-

000079-00-5 Trichloroethane, 1,1,2-

000079-01-6 Trichloroethylene (TCE)

000075-69-4 Trichlorofluoromethane

001582-09-8 Trifluralin (Treflan)

007440-61-1 Uranium 238(+D) (radionuclide)

000108-05-4 Vinyl acetate 

000075-01-4 Vinyl chloride

000108-38-3 Xylene, m-

000095-47-6 Xylene, o-

000106-42-3 Xylene, p-

Vinylbenzene 

Tetrachlorobenzene, s- 

2,3,7,8-Tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin : Tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin, 2,3,7,8- 

Acetylene tetrachloride 

Tetrachloroethylene 

Thorium 232 

Methyl benzene 

Chlorinated camphene 

Methyl chloroform 

Vinyl trichloride 

Trichloroethene 

Freon 11 

Treflan 

Uranium 238 

Acetic acid, vinyl ester 

Chloroethene 

Dimethyl benzene, 1,3- 

Methyltoulene, o- 

Dimethylbenzene, 1,4- 
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  Dictionary (DED) 
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Superfund Site Information 
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Site Info | Aliases | Operable Units | Contacts  
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Site Name:  NEWTOWN CREEK 
Street:  SOUTH END OF 2ND STREET 

City / State / ZIP:  QUEENS, NY 
 

NPL Status:  Not on the NPL 
Non-NPL Status:  Status Not Specified 

 
EPA ID:  NYN000206282

EPA Region:  02
County:  QUEENS

 
Federal Facility Flag:  Not a Federal Facility

 Return to Search Results   Return to Search Superfund Site 
Information

   
  DISCLAIMER: Be advised that the data contained in these profiles are intended solely for informational 

purposes use by employees of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency for management of the 
Superfund program. They are not intended for use in calculating Cost Recovery Statutes of Limitations 
and cannot be relied upon to create any rights, substantive or procedural, enforceable by any party in 
litigation with the United States. EPA reserves the right to change these data at any time without public 
notice.

   
OSWER Home | Superfund Home 

 
 

EPA Home | Privacy and Security Notice | Contact Us  

URL:  http://cfpub.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm 
This page design was last updated on Monday, December 01, 2008  

Content is dynamically generated by ColdFusion 
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 Return to Search Results   Return to Search Superfund Site 
Information

   
  DISCLAIMER: Be advised that the data contained in these profiles are intended solely for informational 

purposes use by employees of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency for management of the 
Superfund program. They are not intended for use in calculating Cost Recovery Statutes of Limitations 
and cannot be relied upon to create any rights, substantive or procedural, enforceable by any party in 
litigation with the United States. EPA reserves the right to change these data at any time without public 
notice.

   
OSWER Home | Superfund Home 
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EUSGS U.S . DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 

science for a changing world 

Produced by the United States Geological Survey 
Topography compiled 1966. Planimetry derived from imagery taken 
1977 and other sources. Photoinspected using imagery dated 1995; 
no major culture or drainage changes observed. Survey control 
current as of 1967. Boundaries, other than corporate, revised 1999 
Selected hydrographic data compiled from NOS charts 
27511964), 542 (1967), and 745 (1966). This information 
is not intended for navigational purposes 
North American Datum of 1927 (NAD 27). Projection and 
10 OQO-foot ticks: New York coordinate system, Long Island zone 
(transverse Mercator) 
1000-meter Universal Transverse Mercator grid, zone 18 
North American Datum of 1983 (NAD 83) is shown by dashed 
corner ticks. The·va!ues of the shift between NAD 27 and NAD 83 
for 7 .5-minute intersections are obtainable from National Geodetic 
Survey NADCON software 
There may be private inho!dings within the boundaries of 
the National or State reservations shown on this map 
Entire area lies within New York City 
Information shown in purple may not meet USGS content standards 
and may conflict with previously mapped contours 
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Newtown Creek 
From Wikipedia, the free encyclopedia

Newtown Creek, is a 3.5 mi (6 km) 
estuary that forms part of the border 
between the boroughs of Brooklyn and 
Queens, in New York City, New York, 
United States. 

It derives its name from New Town 
(Nieuwe Stad), which was the name for 
the Dutch and British settlement in what 
is now Elmhurst, Queens. 

Course 
Its waterfront, and that of its tributaries 
Dutch Kills, Whale Creek, Maspeth 
Creek and English Kills, are heavily 
industrialized. It is one of the most 
polluted waterways in North America. 

It starts near the intersection of 47th 
Street and Grand Avenue on the Brooklyn-Queens border 40°43′06″N 
73°55′27″W (http://stable.toolserver.org/geohack/geohack.php?
pagename=Newtown_Creek&params=40.718412_N_-73.924127_E_) 
at the intersection of the East Branch and East Branch and English 
Kills.[1]. It empties into the East River at 40°44′14″N 73°57′40″W 
(http://stable.toolserver.org/geohack/geohack.php?
pagename=Newtown_Creek&params=40.73734_N_-73.96112_E_) 
(2nd Street and 54th Avenue in Long Island City) opposite Bellevue 
Hospital in Manhattan at 26th Street. 

The creek has no natural waterflows. Its outgoing flow of 14,000 
million gallons/year consists of sewage overflow, rainwater runoff, 
raw domestic sewage, and industrial wastewater. This outflow of 59.3 
ft3/s is approximately 940 times smaller than the 56,000 ft3/s outflow of the Missouri River at Kansas 

Newtown Creek

 
The Creek in Long Island City

Origin 40°43′06″N 73°55′27″W 
(http://stable.toolserver.org/geohack/geohack.php?
pagename=Newtown_Creek&params=40.718412_N_-
73.924127_E_) (Grand Avenue and 47th Street)

Mouth East River 40°44′14″N 73°57′40″W 
(http://stable.toolserver.org/geohack/geohack.php?
pagename=Newtown_Creek&params=40.73734_N_-
73.96112_E_) at (2nd Street and 54th Avenue in Long 
Island City)

Basin 
countries

United States

Length 3.5 mi (6 km)
Mouth 
elevation

0

Avg. 
discharge

59.3 ft3/s (1.7 m³/s)

Newtown Creek and its 
tributaries 

Contents 
1 Course  
2 History  
3 Bridges  
4 See also  
5 References  
6 External links 
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City, Missouri.[2]. Being estuarine, the creek is largely stagnant. 

History 

Before the nineteenth century urbanization and industrialization of the 
surrounding neighborhoods, Newtown Creek was a longer, wider and 
shallower tidal waterway, wide enough that it contained islands. It 
drained a large part of Bushwick. During the second half of the 
nineteenth century it became a major commercial waterway, bounded 
along most of its length by retaining walls. The shipping channel is 

maintained by dredging. The Montauk Branch of the Long Island Railroad, mainly a freight line, runs 
along the right bank. A liquid natural gas port is under construction on the left bank, between Kingsland 
and Greenpoint Avenues, Whale Creek, and the main stream of Newtown Creek. 

Residents of Greenpoint, Brooklyn have filed lawsuits regarding the Greenpoint Oil Spill, the United 
States' largest underground oil spill, greater than the Exxon Valdez oil spill. 

Bridges 
Newtown Creek is crossed by the Pulaski Bridge, the J. J. Byrne Memorial Bridge, and the Kosciuszko 
Bridge. Several smaller bridges take roads over its tributaries. All except the Kosciuszko (which 
replaced the Penny Bridge at the foot of Meeker Avenue) are drawbridges. 

See also 
Greenpoint, Brooklyn  
Hunters Point, Queens  

References 
1. ^ Newtown Creek Alliance (http://newtowncreekalliance.org/history_a.htm)  
2. ^ Based on claim of discharge of 14,000 million gallons/year it out (14,000,000,000 and breaking it out 

based on 7.48 gallons=1 CF and then 31,536,000 seconds in a year (60min X 60sec X 24 Hours X 365 Days) 

External links 

 
Mouth of the Creek, seen from 

Pulaski Bridge. Manhattan 
Avenue Bridge formerly 

connected Manhattan Avenue 
on the left bank to Vernon 

Boulevard 

 
Whale Creek fuel tanks 

 
Newtown Creek from the 

Greenpoint Avenue Bridge 

 
Tankers in the creek 
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Pictures of the Newtown Creek crossing (http://www.citynoise.org/article/7357)  
Riverkeeper (http://riverkeeper.org/)  
Newtown Creek Alliance (http://newtowncreekalliance.org/)  
Greenpoint v. Exxon (http://www.greenpointvexxon.com/)  
Greenpoint Waterfront Association for Parks and Planning (http://www.gwapp.org/)  
Green Brooklyn: Newtown Creek Category (http://greenbrooklyn.com/journal/category/newtown-
creek/)  
PBS: P.O.V.'s Borders: The Invisible Creek 
(http://www.pbs.org/pov/borders/2004/water/water_creek.html)  
Forgotten New York -- A boat ride down Newtown Creek -- photos and history 
(http://www.forgotten-ny.com/STREET%20SCENES/newtowncreek/newtown.html)  
Newtown Creek Tours - An artist's led tour of Newtown Creek (http://newtowncreektours.com/)  

Retrieved from "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Newtown_Creek" 
Categories: East River | Rivers of New York 

This page was last modified on 23 January 2009, at 01:50.  
All text is available under the terms of the GNU Free Documentation License. (See Copyrights 
for details.)  
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(3) tax-deductible nonprofit charity. 
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Wired New York Forum > City Guide > New York City Guide For New Yorkers > Newtown Creek 

View Full Version : Newtown Creek 

February 11th, 2002, 11:37 AM 

NEW YORK TIMES  
 
February 10, 2002 
 
NEWTOWN CREEK  
 
Sounding a Death Knell for a Long-Forsaken Waterway 
 
By E. E. LIPPINCOTT 
 
In January the smell is almost undetectable, just the slightest hint of sulfuric sourness. In the summer it's 
enough to make you wince. But the oily water has its chalky green look all year round, and there are hardly 
ever any boats. It's Newtown Creek, 2002.  
 
The city's Department of Transportation has made what seems like a small request concerning this forsaken 
three-mile-long waterway separating Queens from Brooklyn. It wants to turn the Grand Street swing bridge, 
one of the dozen that cross the creek, into a fixed structure.  
 
Something that moves costs much more to maintain than something that doesn't, said Iris Weinshall, the 
transportation commissioner. And it has been years since a ship required the blue-green bridge, a rickety 1903 
structure at the far end of the creek, to swing open.  
 
"If there had been any recent openings, we'd say forget it, but there haven't been any," said Gary Kassof, 
bridge administrator for the First Coast Guard Division, which has jurisdiction over the creek. He was speaking 
of both the Grand Street bridge and all the deteriorating rail and road bridges across it. 
 
But the Coast Guard's looming assent to this minor cost-cutting request is full of symbolism. 
 
To make the Grand Street swing bridge a fixed structure will seal the fate of the waterway, rendering it 
impossible for ships to pass through. For a waterway that was the busiest industrial port in the Northeast 60 
years ago, its waters continuously churned by a long line of boats, it would be an official death knell. 
 
Newtown Creek is woven deeply into the city's history. Until the Dutch arrived, the Maspetches Indians lived 
along its banks in what is now Maspeth, Queens. Some believe that Captain Kidd used a friend's waterfront 
property there to stash his plunder. The creek was part of a boundary dispute from the mid- 1600's to the mid-
1700's between Bushwick and Newtown, the precursors to Brooklyn and Queens. 
 
But it was through commerce that the waterway came into its prime. 
 
By the 1850's, the creek was an industrial center that both fueled and paralleled the explosive growth of New 
York. Glue factories, smelting and fat-rendering plants, one of the earliest kerosene refinery and other smelly 
enterprises clustered along the shores of the creek and its little tributaries. The toxic sludge from these 
businesses got company in 1856, when the city decided to dump raw sewage directly into the water, a practice 
that continued for decades. 
 
In the 1920's and 30's, the creek was widened to accommodate the growing traffic. In its heyday, the bridges 
that crossed it opened tens of thousands of times a year. 
 
"Newtown Creek was a highway," said Bernard Ente, a local historian. "It was just boats instead of trucks." He 
estimated that 500 enterprises lined the creek at its peak. Large boats brought in raw materials and fuel and 
took out oil, fat, varnish, chemicals and metals.  
 
Then came World War II. The government commandeered the factories to make military equipment. 
 
Francis Principe, 92, a Maspeth resident who supervised a factory that made aluminum for fighter planes, said 
that during that time, "There was always tanker traffic."  
 
But then the creek began a rapid decline. The national highway system, built after World War II, made trucks a 
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more efficient way to transport goods. Shippers no longer had to be tied to water routes or railways. 
 
Now, buildings along the water stand empty. Instead of ships, plastic bags pass beneath the bridges like half-
submerged ghosts. The remaining factories don't use the water.  
 
But kayakers have been spotted at the creek recently, and Community Board 1 in Brooklyn is considering 
creating a series of pocket parks along the shore. The blue-claw crabs have come back, too.  
 
Mr. Principe sees the writing on the wall. "If the D.O.T. closes down one bridge," he said, "then others will 
follow, and the creek's as good as gone." * 

February 11th, 2002, 11:47 AM 

The following images are from the Frank J. Dmuchowski website (http://www.dmuchowski.com/upthecreek/) 
 
 
The structure of the Grand Street Bridge (http://www.wirednewyork.com/grand_street_bridge.htm) swings 
open to let boats pass. 
 
http://www.wirednewyork.com/images/import/GrandBrOpening.jpg 
 
 
The Grand Street Bridge (http://www.wirednewyork.com/grand_street_bridge.htm) spans the gap of the Kill 
 
http://www.wirednewyork.com/images/import/GrandBrB4Open.jpg 

February 11th, 2002, 11:52 AM 

Here is the map from the Department of Transportation website 
(http://www.ci.nyc.ny.us/html/dot/html/bridges/index.html) 
 
http://www.wirednewyork.com/images/import/dot_queensfin.gif 

February 19th, 2002, 01:19 PM 

Another bridge over Newtown Creek... 
 
 
Decision Due on Span  
 
State weighing 4 plans for Kosciuszko Bridge  
 
By DONALD BERTRAND  
Daily News Staff Writer 
 
The state Transportation Department is inching closer to deciding what to do with the Kosciuszko Bridge. 
 
Options range "from an aggressive maintenance plan to a complete replacement of the structure," said DOT 
spokeswoman Jennifer Nelson. 
 
The plan was first made public in 1995, causing a stir in the communities adjacent to the bridge in Brooklyn and 
Queens. 
 
Since then, the Transportation Department has continuously repaired the bridge, which has more than 170,000 
vehicles using it daily. 
 
The Kosciuszko Bridge carries the Brooklyn-Queens Expressway over Newtown Creek from Maspeth to 
Greenpoint, Brooklyn, and connects to the Long Island Expressway on the Queens side. 
 
"It is highly congested during rush hours, affecting conditions not only on the BQE, but local streets as well," 
Nelson said.  
 
"We are at the point where we need to decide is what is the best course of action," the transportation 
spokeswoman said. 
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To help with that decision making, two open houses have been scheduled to inform the public about the various 
scenarios concerning the bridge's future, said Robert Adams, project manager. 
 
The first will be in the auditorium of Public School 199 at 39-20 48th Ave. on Thursday from 5 p.m. to 9 p.m. A 
second will be held in Brooklyn on Feb. 27 at St. Cecilia's Church, 84 Herbert St., also from 5 p.m. to 9 p.m. 
 
Adams said four scenarios are under consideration: 
Keeping the bridge as is with aggressive maintenance.  
 
Rehabilitating the structure in kind.  
 
Rehabilitating the structure with extra lanes.  
 
Replacing the whole bridge.  
"We have not begun a cost analysis yet," Adams said. That, he said, would be a part of the study. 
 
"It would not be surprising to anyone here if the cost to just rehabilitate it was not much different from a 
complete replacement," said the project manager. 
 
The Transportation Department has not ruled out anything, said Dolores Rizzotto, district manager of 
Community Board 2, which represents the West Maspeth area where the bridge is located. 
 
Rizzotto said the scope of the project was extended to the 48th St. exit of the Long Island Expressway at the 
request of the community because of all the merges to the bridge at that point. 
 
Dorothy Neary, an officer of the United Forties Civic Association, said her group plans to be at the meetings. 
 
"Ever since Robert Moses built the Long Island Expressway and took half of our community away, we have been 
suffering. We want to make sure there is not another land grab and that something is done about the truck 
traffic on our residential streets," Neary said. 
 
Original Publication Date: 2/19/02 

February 15th, 2004, 01:57 AM 

February 15, 2004 
 
NEW YORK WATERWAYS  
 
Hike on Newtown Creek? It Isn't Quite That Awful 
 
By JIM O'GRADY 
 
Early in the 17th century, Dutch settlers bought a large piece of land from the Maspet Indian tribe along what is 
now known as Newtown Creek. The tribe, whose name survives in the Queens neighborhood Maspeth, might 
have been eager to make the deal, given that they called the area "at the bad water place."  
 
It is not known why they disparaged the creek back then. But the reasons to do so now are plain. Despite being 
long past its prime as a shipping hub, Newtown Creek, which forms the northern border between Brooklyn and 
Queens, is a 4.3-mile waterborne theme park for the remnants of industrial abuse.  
 
In fact, Alex Matthiessen, the executive director of Riverkeeper, an environmental group, said the creek was so 
polluted that "there is a defeatist attitude" about it in government agencies. Maureen Wren, a spokeswoman for 
the state's Department of Environmental Conservation, disagreed, saying that it inspects facilities to make sure 
the water regulations are followed, investigates possible polluters and works to clean up contaminated sites.  
 
But Riverkeeper has taken matters into its own hands. Two months ago, it sent letters to five companies that 
operate on the creek - a cement plant, a scrap yard, a beverage distributor, a construction supply company and 
a recycling plant - announcing that it planned to sue them for violating the federal Clean Water Act if each 
company did not at least come up with a cleanup plan by the end of December. 
 
Although most of the companies denied any polluting, Mr. Matthiessen says the letter has gotten results.  
 
One of the companies was Allocco Recycling, which decontaminates soil and pulverizes used concrete in a plant 
that abuts the creek at the end of Kingsland Avenue. Kenneth Reiss, a spokesman, said the company 
cooperated with Riverkeeper even though its operations were not harming the water. "We spent $150,000 to 
increase the size of our bulkhead and raise it up to prevent any further erosion," he said. "We even put netting 
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underneath our outdoor conveyor belt." 
 
Mr. Matthiessen is cheered by such actions, but said much more needs to be done. The creek is bordered by 
160 properties, he said, and his group is sending out more letters. 
 
Ms. Wren said the conservation department was cleaning up the Phelps Dodge site, which has been designated 
by the federal government as a highly toxic site, and pressed for a continuing $2 billion improvement to the 
large Newtown Creek Sewage Treatment Plant. As for Allocco Recycling, "D.E.C. did investigate that 
thoroughly,'' she said, and determined that "there were no discharge or outfalls.'' 
 
If these pollution fighters succeed, Bill Schuck, an art teacher and kayaker who lives on Commercial Street in 
Greenpoint, may be among the first to know. "There are slicks of garbage around where I put the kayak in," he 
said. "There might be condoms and wooden pallets floating in the water. Further down the creek, it gets really 
polluted and still." 
 
Copyright 2004 The New York Times Company 

February 15th, 2004, 09:54 AM 

Why can't they build bridges that are high enough for watercraft to pass beneath them? They should leave 
enough room for tugboats at least. That way the creek can stay open to barge traffic to surve industry.  
 
Who knows? Maybe down the road we will see cabin cruisers and catamarans? 

February 23rd, 2004, 11:48 AM 

Anyone interested in an exploration of Newtown Creek? Qualified historical and environmental guides will host a 
cruise in late May or early June. Boat sails from East 23rd Street and East River. Ticket price about $40 for a 
four hour tour. 11:00 am to 3:00 pm.  
 
Date will be May 30, or June 6, or June 13. To be determined after I hear from you. 
 
For more information or to reserve a ticket reply to  
 
cmandala@nyc.rr.com 
 
http://www.newtowncreek.org/ 
 
http://www.pbs.org/pov/borders/2004/water/water_creek.html 

February 24th, 2004, 01:00 AM 

Clean it up. Move all non-essential to water industries to other indutrial parks in Williamsburg, Greenpoint, LIC, 
Maspeth, wherever. Create parks, shops, apartments, houses, etc.  
 
3 1/2 miles is long and would be amazing if done right. 
 
Anyone know of any plans in any way similar to this? 

February 25th, 2004, 01:57 AM 

So...can you answer me? 

February 26th, 2004, 11:15 PM 

Thanks. I appreciate it. 

February 27th, 2004, 04:44 PM 

I might be interested in joining this tour. 

March 23rd, 2004, 11:07 PM 

GowanusGuy
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I'm hoping to go but I remember there's a lot of things going on that weekend for me... I'll have to check. 

March 26th, 2004, 10:17 AM 

Thanks, sounds interesting but unfortunately I'll be out of town. 

March 26th, 2004, 02:47 PM 

CM: We're going. 2 people. The older one has two questions: what kind of boat is being used, and what kind of 
weather is within its tolerance? 

March 26th, 2004, 10:55 PM 

Pardon my ignorance, but what does that mean? 

March 30th, 2004, 09:38 AM 

THE WATERFRONT 
 
OLD SPILL 
 
by Ben McGrath 
 
Issue of 2004-04-05 
Posted 2004-03-29 
 
In the quaint game of rhapsodizing about the city’s foul waterways, Newtown Creek is generally a bastard 
stepsister to the more celebrated Gowanus Canal. The Newtown offers only one point of public access, and it 
has just one residential building along its banks. But it is much bigger than the Gowanus (three and a half miles 
long versus one and a half, and wider, too), far more polluted (twenty direct sewage portals all its own), more 
variably odorous, and, because it serves as the boundary between Brooklyn and Queens, far more peculiar for 
the fact of its relative obscurity and abandonment. In fact, few may know that the creek is currently home to 
the largest urban oil spill—seventeen million gallons, which is half again as big as the Exxon Valdezdump—in the 
history of North America. 
 
Like dual Charons at the river Styx, two enterprising young city councilmen, Eric Gioia, of Long Island City, and 
David Yassky, of Greenpoint, arranged a boat tour of the creek last Thursday, to mark their commitment to 
cleaning it up; they’d recently joined a lawsuit, filed by Riverkeeper, the Hudson-watershed advocacy group, to 
hold ExxonMobil and others accountable. They are merely the latest in a line of government officials who over 
the years have tried, with varying levels of effort and uniformly little success, to undo the effects of a disastrous 
chain of events that originated in Greenpoint more than fifty years ago. Fuel from a nearby Standard Oil (now, 
roughly, ExxonMobil) plant seeped into the city sewers, then ignited. The explosion was so powerful that it sent 
twenty-five manhole covers flying and released untold amounts of oil into the Brooklyn-Queens aquifer, where 
the discharge began oozing glacially eastward toward Newtown Creek. 
 
A rickety assemblage of wooden boards at the end of Manhattan Avenue, in Greenpoint, passes for the creek’s 
lone dock. Captain John Lipscomb had tied up his converted lobster boat there, and was in the cabin studying a 
birder’s field guide, as Basil Seggos, an investigator for Riverkeeper, greeted wary passengers. “There’s a guy 
named Vinny who lives just up the street,” Seggos said. “He’s a big crabber. He feeds his family with it.” Seggos 
held up a bucket-shaped contraption made of chicken wire: one of Vinny’s crab traps. Although the state has 
designated the waterway “precluded” to aquatic life, blue crabs, bluefish, and striped bass apparently inhabit 
the lower end of the creek. 
 
Councilman Gioia arrived, wearing a navy-blue suit and a red tie. “You guys brought your rods, right?” he said. 
 
A boat ride along Newtown Creek is an opportunity not to be missed. “This really should be the Brooklyn-
Queens Gold Coast,” Gioia said, and he described a vision rather strikingly at odds with the creek’s 
industrialized banks, invoking green spaces, ferries, and a winding bike path. The boat pulled into the channel 
and proceeded east, into the heart of darkness: past the Nemo, an abandoned tug from Panama, and a thriving 
demolition yard, with a sixty-ton flywheel for instant auto-shredding.  
 
As the vessel headed up the creek, Seggos explained that the spill covers fifty-five acres of shorefront, in the 
shape of a pear, between the Greenpoint Avenue Bridge and the Kosciusko Bridge. A faint smell of sewage and 
brine gave way, in alternating turns, to sulfur and burning rubber and, occasionally, just plain gas station, 
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depending on the changing ingredients: diesel, No. 2 home heating oil, naphtha. 
 
Was it true, someone asked, that the creek was flammable? “I wouldn’t smoke near it,” Seggos said. 
 
About a mile from the dock, Seggos saw a particularly viscous patch with an unfamiliar rusty tint, and he alerted 
Captain Lipscomb. As the boat idled, Seggos retrieved a jar and donned a pair of long rubber gloves. “Would 
somebody please hold my feet?” he asked, and then leaned out over the water. The sample he came up with 
looked to be three parts mud, one part tomato soup. 
 
“It ’s not like this is just an oil spill that happened fifty years ago,” Gioia said. “You’re watching it happen in front 
of you. It makes you want to call 911: ‘Police officer, I’m watching a crime being committed. Please stop it right 
now.’ It ’s the smoking gun.” 
 
Of the original seventeen million gallons, fewer than four million have been successfully removed. Seggos held 
up the Ziploc bag in which he’d deposited his sample—one pint’s worth. “Math lesson,” he said. “There are a 
hundred million of these little jars in the spill not yet recovered.” 
 
“Environmental litigation is not for the fainthearted,” councilman Yassky said. The boat reversed course and 
headed downstream, back toward the oddly comforting spectacle of ordinary waterfront blight. 
 
www.newyorker.com 

June 11th, 2004, 12:51 AM 

Amazing it's still not cleaned. 
 
I would love this to be parks, etc. It would be wonderful to have the newly developed Greenpoint waterfront and 
the Olympic Village spot connected with a ped/bike bridge. That would really make this entire waterfront, from 
Williamsburg to the end of Queens West, one big esplanade. 

June 13th, 2004, 09:54 PM 

It would be wonderful to have the newly developed Greenpoint waterfront and the Olympic Village spot 
connected with a ped/bike bridge.  
 
There are plans for a pedestrian bridge. It will be hinged and pivot out of the way for shipping. 
 
SWEET. Thanks. 

July 30th, 2004, 11:57 AM 

BROOKLYN CENTER FOR THE URBAN ENVIRONMENT.  
 
Sunday, August 1 at 10 a.m., "Newtown Creek Cruise" travels the waterway between Queens and Brooklyn, 
once a bustling route between industries on both banks. Meet in Brooklyn at the Fulton Ferry Landing at the foot 
of Old Fulton Street, opposite the River Cafe; fee, $45; members, $35. Reservations required: (718) 788-8500, 
Ext. 208. 

March 4th, 2005, 08:15 AM 

Indicting To Clean Up Newtown Creek 
 
by Sam Williams 
04 Mar 2005 
 
 
In the summer of 2003, a little more than a full century after the publication of Joseph Conrad's "Heart of 
Darkness," Basil Seggos and fellow members of the local watchdog group Riverkeeper 
(http://www.riverkeeper.org/) made their own trip up one of the world's scariest waterways.  
 
Where Conrad chose Africa's Congo River as his exotic setting, the Riverkeeper team chose a destination closer 
to home: Newtown Creek, the industrial waterway separating Greenpoint and Long Island City. Long known as a 
dumping site for industrial polluters, the creek had evaded 
(http://www.gothamgazette.com/article/environment/20031027/7/%20583) cleanup thanks largely to its 
remote, secluded nature.  
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"We had to take a row boat to get into the east branch," says Seggos, noting the presence of a bridge that 
effectively blocked passage for the 36-foot boat the organization usually uses when inspecting local waterways.  
 
What the Riverkeeper inspectors found when they got to the other side of that bridge confirmed their worst 
suspicions. Seggos says there was a "huge white plume" of sediment pouring into the waterway from an 
underwater drainpipe. It wasn't too hard guessing the source of the plume. Immediately adjacent to the spot 
where the sediment hit the water was a cement plant, Quality Concrete, and subsequent testing proved the 
sediment to be high in calcium, an indicator of the limestone aggregate used to make concrete.  
 
"These guys obviously had no cheap ability on site to hook into the city sewer lines," Seggos speculates, noting 
that 80 percent of the businesses along Newtown Creek operate with no city-provided sewer service. "Rather 
than hook up a treatment system which is what these kinds of companies should do, they were dumping into an 
old storm line and sending it to the creek for disposal."  
 
Citing state law which forbids the dumping of untreated industrial waste into New York waterways, Riverkeeper 
filed notice of its intent to sue. The organization held off on filing the actual lawsuit for the winter, however, 
when Quality Concrete representatives indicated a willingness to clean up the site. When spring 2004 came and 
went with no observed cleanup activity, however, the group chose an alternate strategy: It invited Kings County 
District Attorney Charles Hynes, Greenpoint Councilmember David Yassky and other notables to climb aboard 
the patrol boat and see the waterway himself. Again, the boat couldn't make it all the way up the creek, but 
what Hynes saw was enough.  
 
"He was appalled by the conditions," recalls Seggos. "We passed the case on to him, and he ran with it."  
 
That was last summer. This January, the Kings County District Attorney announced the indictment of Quality 
Concrete, now doing business as Maspeth Concrete Loading, and its chief executive officer, Constantine 
Quadrozzi, on 22 felony counts and 20 misdemeanor counts of unlawful sewage discharge. "This indictment 
sends a message that we will not tolerate these actions," said Hynes in a Jan. 2005 statement to the press.  
 
Although the defendant company is based in Maspeth, Queens, just over the borough line, Richard Farrell, an 
assistant district attorney who is helping prosecute the case, says the office feels it has the authority to go after 
the company. First of all, the waterway impacted borders Kings County. As a second reason, he cites "the 500 
yard rule" in that any courts usually give both county governments the ability to prosecute anything that occurs 
within 500 yards of the county line.  
 
Brian Gardner, Quadrozzi's attorney, was unavailable for comment for this article, but in a January statement to 
the Daily News predicted an out-of-court settlement. "Once we sit down with the DA's office, we expect [the 
charges] to be fully resolved in our favor and dismissed," Gardner told the newspaper.  
 
Even if both sides find a mutually suitable resolution, Farrell sees Quality Concrete as only the first step in what 
is sure to be a decades-long effort to clean up a creek that has been an industrial haven since the mid-19th 
century. Larger problems, most notably a 52 acre ExxonMobil site that contains the remnants of a 17 million 
gallon oil discharge, promise an even bigger legal fight. Still, the bridge has been crossed, both literally and 
figuratively, and those on the enforcement side appear willing to take on fresh opponents.  
 
"There are other pollution situations being looked at," says Farrell. "I would not call the Quadrozzi situation the 
most egregious situation out on the creek." 
 
http://www.gothamgazette.com/ 

June 27th, 2005, 10:17 AM 

View looking west from Kosciuszko Bridge 
 
Not that I want to displace all industry, but wouldn't this be amazing to develop for residential and recreational? 
This really could be as nice as Riverwalk in San Antonio...an amazing connnection for the "new LIC" and "new 
Greenpoint". Really would make the entire section of the East River one amazing neighborhood. 

June 27th, 2005, 01:34 PM 

NYS regulations won't allow recreational use along waterways that don't meet 
minimum clean water standards. 
 
Yes, but that's all the more reason to friggin' clean up all the oil, etc. It's more than overdue. 
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June 27th, 2005, 02:16 PM 

You can't see it in that pic, but the industry in the area is actually very active. They just expanded the 
apocalyptic-looking sewage treatment facility in greenpoint, plus newtown creek has the world's largest spill of 
petroleum distillates (not a little thing to clean up). In fact, I just saw a crew taking core samples from my 
block last week - hopefully to confirm that I am still not on the plume of contaminated ground water. 
hopefully.... 
 
From Riverkeeper: (http://www.riverkeeper.org/campaign.php/pollution/we_are_doing/805) 
 
http://riverkeeper.org/document.php/295/ExxonMobil_Oil_.jpg 
 
Newtown Creek: The Greenpoint, Brooklyn Oil Spill 
In January 2004, Riverkeeper initiated a citizen suit against two of the world’s largest oil companies for the 
largest urban oil spill—right in the heart of New York City. In May 2004, Riverkeeper filed the lawsuit itself 
against ExxonMobil for violation of the Clean Water Act and Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, and since 
then NYC Councilmembers David Yassky and Eric Gioia, as well as Brooklyn Borough President Marty Markowitz, 
have filed notice letters as well, with the intent to join the lawsuit. 
 
http://riverkeeper.org/dyn-content/stories/748409ab5411f3b7.jpg 
Oil swirls on the surface of Newtown Creek. Photo credit: (c) Stephen Wilkes 2004 All Rights Reserved. 
For more than half a century, 17 millions of gallons of oil have been oozing beneath Greenpoint, Brooklyn, 
courtesy of ExxonMobil, ChevronTexaco, and other oil companies. The spill courses beneath 55 acres of 
industrial, commercial, and residential property, affecting 100 homes and dozens of businesses. Petroleum from 
the spill continuously leaks into Newtown Creek; globs of oil and a rainbow sheen constantly coat the surface of 
this small waterway separating Brooklyn and Queens. The spill – 50% larger than the Exxon Valdez disaster – is 
a major source of contamination throughout the New York Harbor. Carcinogens, lead, and a bevy of other 
toxins are carried for miles with the tides and currents. Though discovered 25 years ago and brought under 
state enforcement in 1990, remedial efforts have been a failure. The companies continue to violate federal law. 
Riverkeeper took decisive action on January 26, placing the companies on formal notice of the organization’s 
intent to file citizen suits under the federal Clean Water Act (“CWA”) and Resource Conservation & Recovery Act 
(“RCRA”). 
 
The Greenpoint spill is an environmental affront to both the Brooklyn community and citizens across the city. 
Riverkeeper's aim is to accelerate spill remediation, ensure that the aquifer and its soils are restored, prevent 
oil from entering Newtown Creek, and to protect the health and welfare of New Yorkers. Brooklyn has suffered 
long enough from these blights and it is time to bring these companies to justice. Click on the links below to 
learn more about the history and effects of this massive spill.  
 
 
More About Newtown Creek: The Greenpoint, Brooklyn Oil Spill: 
http://riverkeeper.org/images/arrow_story.gifIntroduction 
http://riverkeeper.org/images/arrow_story.gifA History of the Spill 
(http://riverkeeper.org/campaign.php/pollution/we_are_doing/923) 
http://riverkeeper.org/images/arrow_story.gifMap Depicting Newtown Creek Oil Spill 
(http://riverkeeper.org/campaign.php/pollution/we_are_doing/952) 
http://riverkeeper.org/images/arrow_story.gifGreenpoint Oil Spill Archive 
(http://riverkeeper.org/campaign.php/pollution/we_are_doing/915) 

August 3rd, 2005, 07:21 PM 

NYS regulations won't allow recreational use along waterways that don't meet 
minimum clean water standards. 
I guess Venice wouldn't meet their standards either. Or Amsterdam: have you seen the water in Amsterdam? 

August 3rd, 2005, 10:34 PM 

^ They've got nice cities, though. 

August 5th, 2005, 03:47 PM 

Plus, there is always the Phelps-Dodge site in Queens. There must be leakage of the copper and other heavy 
metals into the creek. 
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November 3rd, 2005, 06:27 PM 

I am currently starting a project that will focus on cleaning newtown Creek. this forum has been of great help. i 
just want to say thank you and please continue to share the information you have on Newtown Creek. 

November 11th, 2005, 06:32 PM 

Not that I want to displace all industry, but wouldn't this be amazing to develop for residential and 
recreational? . 
 
I think it would be best to remove all "industrial" users from the waterfront, but bring in "commercial" 
development to attract recreational boaters- and create a "lively & populated" waterfront year round. 
 
From what I am seeing on the NYC hudson river, the efforts of the various non-profits, and envirnmental groups 
are do more to keep the general public "away" from the waterfront.  
 
The parks, piers, boathouses are windswept desolate places event during the summer months (weekdays) and 
the general population of NYC are not comming out in big numbers as I think the would if we had more places 
like Leonardo on pier 57, Chelsea piers, the Maratime float pier on 23rd, all commercial and very attractive, fun 
place to visit - year round, seven days a week. 
 
The enviromental groups (in my opinion) how are so vehimently anti-commercial development are only shooting 
themselves in the foot. 
 
cheers. 

November 11th, 2005, 08:29 PM 

IFrom what I am seeing on the NYC hudson river, the efforts of the various non-profits, and envirnmental 
groups are do more to keep the general public "away" from the waterfront.  
What groups and how so? 

November 11th, 2005, 08:54 PM 

To Zippythechimp 
The info contained therein best expresses my frustrations and desires for the nyc waterfront - Particularly the 
NYC hudson river - where I go kayaking. 
 
http://www.city-journal.org/html/6_2_the_wasted.html 
 
The opportunity squandered is enormous. New York’s 578 miles of shoreline—by far the largest urban 
waterfront in the United States—could make the city more prosperous and more livable. This vast shoreline 
could accommodate a broad range of uses, from popular parks and prime residential addresses to thriving 
centers of commerce, industry, and transportation. It could be a richly varied scene of restaurants on piers, of 
townhouses overlooking marinas, of tree-lined public esplanades with majestic river views. One can imagine 
hotels with their own docks for guests arriving by boat; small cargo vessels bringing goods directly to stores; 
water taxis carrying commuters and tourists to numerous points throughout the city. 
 
Who or How? That is all to well known in the area, particularly by a neighborhood member like yourself. 
Basically all the non-profits are anti- commercial development. 

November 11th, 2005, 09:17 PM 

Such sentiment might be called “open-space absolutism”—an uncompromising insistence that the waterfront be 
transformed into parks and public space unsullied by private profit or development. 
 
Baltimore’s Inner Harbor, once a rundown area of wharves, produce markets, and railroad yards, now features 
office towers, hotels, housing, parkland, and marinas, along with the National Aquarium, the Baltimore 
Convention Center, and Harborplace, a bustling complex of restaurants and small merchants. The result has 
been a revitalization not only of the waterfront but of nearby downtown Baltimore as well—even a 
transformation of Baltimore’s overall image, making the city into a popular center of tourism and conventions. 
 
The vital spark came from the private sector. The revitalization took shape back in the late 1950s, when the 
local business community raised funds for the drawing up of a longterm development plan for Baltimore’s 
Charles Center area, adjacent to the waterfront. The plan expanded to include the Inner Harbor, and the city 
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government, private developers, and the Baltimore Development Corporation (a public authority) banded 
together to make it a reality. The development program also benefited from having begun in the 1960s, prior to 
federal and other environmental rules that would have complicated the demolition of old Inner Harbor piers. 
 
 
By MR.SILBER 

November 11th, 2005, 10:08 PM 

Pardon me for just skimming through the article, but it was written in 1996, and you have to agree that much 
has changed in 10 years. 
 
I don't understand what groups like the River Project are doing to impede access to the river. 
 
The only mention in the article about environmental groups was in reference to Westway, which it calls 
"visionary." 
 
A few points concerning Westway: 
 
1. Westway was not parkland with buildings in it. It was a real-estate development with some parks. It was BPC 
all the way to midtown. I live in BPC, and while there is excellent access to the riverfront, the presence of a 
residential population will invariably lead to conflicts over park uses. I can't speak to the quality of kayak 
facilities in HRP, but I can tell you what would happen if someone wanted to open a facility along the BPC 
bulkhead. If HRP is ever completed, it will provide better access and more varied recreational uses than 
Westway. 
 
2. The Chelsea Piers would have been demolished for Westway. 
 
3. Westway would have pushed development further away from existing mass transit without any new transit 
infrastructure. 
 
4. The underground roadway would have needed on off ramps at key intersections. Since they could not be 
reasonably close together, a surface roadway would still be needed to access the street grid.  
What would have happened at rush hour when the tunnel jammed up is the same thing that happens now on 
clogged highways - take the service road. 
 
As I see it, no environmental groups are holding up park construction, rather it is the unwillingness of the state 
and city to allocate funds. Assuming construction starts next year in Tribeca, in a few years there will be 
completed segments in Clinton, the Intrepid, Chelsea, the Village, and Tribeca. 
 
I am only disappointed that there has been little movement at Gansevoort and pier 40. 
 
Such sentiment might be called “open-space absolutism”—an uncompromising insistence that the waterfront be 
transformed into parks and public space unsullied by private profit or development.It is written into the HRP 
charter, and generally agreed to, that there will be commercial development in the park. 
 
I don't think I would want a Home Depot on Pier 40. 
 
The development program also benefited from having begun in the 1960s, prior to federal and other 
environmental rules that would have complicated the demolition of old Inner Harbor piersAnd I'm positive I 
wouldn't have wanted to launch a kayak in the Hudson River in the 1960s. 

November 11th, 2005, 10:29 PM 

Pardon me for just skimming through the article, but it was written in 1996, and you have to agree that much 
has changed in 10 years. 
 
I don't understand what groups like the River Project are doing to impede access to the river. 
 
 
 
I have found that most of the non-profits on the waterfront are opposed to commercial development.  
 
The waterfront is a desolate, disused place - except for a few sunny summer weekends - not hardly what I could 
be. Why - political oppositon.  
 

ZippyTheChimp
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The pullic sector, and that means non-profits on the waterfront, are not bringing people (on mass) to our 
waterfrontl. It could be acheieved. This is not about Westway- Im over that - but thanks for addressing it 
because the current shabby developments are just another manifestation of the same Ideology that blocked the 
wesway projedt. But lets, look to the future of the waterfront - from what I see, (and I on it year round) it looks 
like it going to be a wholly underutilized place. 
 
For example.......................... 
 
Consider what the Hudson River waterfront from Tribeca to Clinton might look like under a different political and 
regulatory climate. The Hudson River Park, expanded by landfill and platforms and financed by development 
sites, would be a recreational and cultural center as important to the city as Central Park. Pier 40, developed as 
a complex of townhouses, shops, and esplanades, would be one of Manhattan’s most prestigious addresses, the 
waterfront equivalent of Central Park South. Such development, far from making the shoreline exclusive to a 
few, would provide revenues for the maintenance of large stretches of parkland and public space. The 
waterfront would be a tourist attraction, too. On its newly expanded piers, one might find an open-air theater, a 
new restaurant row, perhaps a stable for horseback riding along a landfill-enhanced shoreline path or a marina 
with sailboats for rent. 
 
A glimpse of the West Side’s potential may be found at the Chelsea Piers Sports & Entertainment Complex, 
perched on four piers between 17th and 23rd Streets. The $100 million complex, most of which opened in late 
1995, contains television studios and diverse recreational facilities, from a marina to a golf driving range on one 
pier to two large ice skating rinks on another. A 1.2 mile esplanade that runs along the perimeter of the piers 
provides free public access to the site’s entire riverfront. The complex is expected to be profitable, producing 
$25 million in revenue this year and $40 million in 1997, according to projections by its developer, the private 
Chelsea Piers Management Company. Moreover, Chelsea Piers, located on property owned by the New York 
State Department of Transportation, will generate over $2 million in annual rent under a 20-year lease, 
providing revenues for the maintenance of the Hudson River Park. 
 
Yet Chelsea Piers stands on the Hudson as an isolated success story. 
 
I have said my piece on this subject - thank you for you post, I will offer no further retort. 
 
cheers 

November 11th, 2005, 11:02 PM 

As I stated, the model for your vision is BPC. The cost of landfill and decking would require massive real estate 
development. The result would be nothing at all like Central Park, but more like Central Park West. 
 
Nothing wrong with CPW, but I have more access to the park than I do to those buildings. 
 
Those pain in the ass environmental regulations have cleaned up the river considerably over the last 40 years, 
when its condition was closer to that of Newtown Creek. 

November 12th, 2005, 12:40 AM 

Those pain in the ass environmental regulations have cleaned up the river considerably over the last 40 years, 
when its condition was closer to that of Newtown Creek. 
 
This "issue" I am getting at is not about environmental regulations, or a vision of BPC extended, or Westway 
regrets. The "issue" is the continued political opposition to expanded commercial development in HRPark.  
 
It is political oppostion that stopped the pier on hudson street from beiing leased out - and it is political 
opposition that is blocking the "proposed" resturant (see schematic) on pier 25/26. Where is the political 
opposition comming from. 
 
One example of such "Vehement Opposition" to commercial development is currently being played-out in the 
design for piers 25/26. There was a resturant slated to be built on pier 25/26. I know for a fact that this project 
is meeting heavy opposition at the community boards and from various local non-profit environmental groups. 
Question-What is wrong with putting a resturant there. I have ask all the regulars there (I know them, and they 
all know who I am) and I can never get a comprehensible answer as to why there is such vehement opposition 
to that resturant.  
 
I would like to see more people using the piers year round. The park is substantially completed now - and it is a 
windswept desolate place most of the year. With more commercial development will come a "lively and well 
populated" waterfront - yearround.  

ZippyTheChimp
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I would like to use the resturant on pier25 as a "case in point" and will continue to follow any news I can get on 
it. If anyone knows, please jump in - the water is fine. 
 
Cheers 

November 12th, 2005, 02:11 AM 

and it is political opposition that is blocking the "proposed" resturant (see schematic) on pier 25/26. Where is 
the political opposition comming from. 
 
How can you state that there is political opposition and not know where it is coming from? Got a name, 
organization, news article?  
 
As stated in this thread (http://www.wirednewyork.com/forum/showthread.php?t=2893&page=7), the HRP 
website mentions a restaurant for piers 25/26. I have heard of no opposition to the restaurant. The complaints I 
have heard concern changing the character of the piers. In my opinion, this type of opposition is merely a an 
excuse from people who do not want the area closed during construction. The same sort of opposition was 
voiced when the renovation of Washington Square was announced. 
 
A restaurant was planned at pier 84, and that's exactly what is being built now. If you want an answer about 
piers 25/26, attend the next CB1 (http://www.cb1.org/) Waterfront Committee meeting, on Nov 28th. Only CB1 
has community input on piers 25/26. 
 
The park is not substantially complete. Only 2 of the dozen piers have been rebuilt, and the 2 focal points, pier 
40 and Gansevoort, are still undeveloped. It is way too early to measure park usage, but even at this early 
stage, I would characterize the completed Village section as popular.  
 
The development choices for the large piers (pier 57 for example) are commercial options.  
 
Besides the main HRP thread, there are separate threads for piers 40, 54, 57, and 84. 

November 12th, 2005, 06:54 AM 

How can you state that there is political opposition and not know where it is coming from? Got a name, 
organization, news article?  
 
ABesides the main HRP thread, there are separate threads for piers 40, 54, 57, and 84. 
 
I wiil say the same, on the developments on the other threads: it seem to all come down to NIMBYsim - a 
general opposition to building "Anything" : and particularly when it is Private Sector. 
 
I will bring out this old chesnut of an argument onec again, on the other (on topiic) threads. 
 
cheers. 

November 12th, 2005, 08:45 AM 

In other words... 
 
You don't know anything about opposition to the restaurant. 
Statements presented as facts on this forum are usually accompanied by documantation. 
 
Sorry this thread got diverted off Newtown Creek for nothing. 

June 13th, 2006, 11:58 PM 

I did a job in Newtown Creek as a tugboat crewman 2 years ago.... I took time off from college to make a few 
bucks doing this, and saw all of the nooks and crannies of NYC's waterways....  
 
This place was horrific... lots of pollution, the water was so filthy that the captain told us any deckhand who fell 
overboard was going to the hospital. On our way out with a barge we had kayakers in there!!  
 
Nooooo kayakers... stay awayyyyyy from Newtown Creek 

ZippyTheChimp
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October 17th, 2006, 05:23 AM 

October 17, 2006 
Congress Members Seek Action on Newtown Creek 
By THOMAS J. LUECK 
 
Three members of Congress stood yesterday next to Newtown Creek in Brooklyn, the site of a massive oil spill 
56 years ago, to call for more aggressive steps to clean up a resulting environmental hazard that may still lurk 
beneath hundreds of homes and businesses. 
 
Senator Charles E. Schumer and Representatives Anthony D. Weiner and Nydia M. Velázquez said too little has 
been done since the 1950 spill to reverse the damage and monitor its impact on health and property values. 
 
“There has been a generation of cover-up,” Mr. Weiner said. Over the years, government studies have 
concluded that the spill had leaked 17 million gallons of oil under more than 50 acres of Greenpoint. 
 
Mr. Weiner said the Department of Environmental Protection had been ordered by Congress this summer to 
conduct a fresh analysis of the problem and submit its findings by next July. 
 
The joint appearance by Mr. Schumer, Mr. Weiner and Ms. Velázquez came amid heightened concern over the 
long-term impact of the underground pollution. Although residents of Greenpoint have been aware for decades 
of oily smells emanating from their yards and basements, the problem resurfaced in the courts in 2004 after 
members of Riverkeeper, an environmental watchdog group, discovered a large oil slick floating on Newtown 
Creek and filed suit against Exxon Mobil. 
 
Last month, state environmental officials and Exxon Mobil reported that they had found elevated levels of a 
carcinogen, benzene, and an explosive chemical, methane, in vapors near the site of the spill. Mr. Schumer said 
yesterday that there was no proof that the chemicals were produced by underground oil pollution, but that “the 
discovery underscores the difficulty” of assessing the full scope of the threat. 
 
State environmental officials tried to force Exxon Mobil to speed up its timetable, but have so far failed. In June, 
Denise M. Sheehan, commissioner of the Department of Environmental Conservation, said the department had 
asked the attorney general to “initiate legal action against Exxon Mobil Corporation to ensure that company 
fulfills its obligation” to clean up the spill. 
 
Exxon Mobil was the largest of several oil companies that used the Greenpoint site, once a major oil refinery 
and an oil storage depot until the 1980’s. Under a consent decree it signed with the state in 1990, Exxon Mobil 
has been pumping out the underground oil in a process that would take decades. So far, 9.3 million gallons 
have been removed, the company said yesterday. 
 
Brian Dunphy, a spokesman for Exxon Mobil, said the company had concluded that the methane discovered at 
the site had recently come from natural gas pipelines, not the underground oil. He said benzene had been found 
in an industrial area, not in or near anyone’s home, and that Exxon Mobil was conducting more tests to find 
other pollutants. 
 
“Complex remediation projects like this where the product to be recovered is underground and not easily 
accessed simply take time to complete,” Exxon Mobil said in a statement yesterday. 
 
Copyright 2006 The New York Times Company 

December 25th, 2006, 09:03 AM 

The best source for Newtown Creek infomation. Meetings are held in Long Island City or Greenpoint. Sign up to 
the mailing list for advance notification of 2007 meetings and tours.  
 
 
www.newtowncreekalliance.org 

January 12th, 2007, 03:15 PM 

Newtown Creek Alliance 
 
Next meeting Tuesday, January 23, 2007 
 
Details on the web page: 
 

Kris

CMANDALA
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www.newtowncreekalliance.org 

February 9th, 2007, 12:43 AM 

New York Moves Toward Suit Over a 50-Year-Old Oil Spill 
 
 
http://graphics8.nytimes.com/images/2007/02/09/nyregion/09brook600.1.jpg 
Newtown Creek, looking toward Manhattan. Exxon Mobil and four other companies face possible lawsuits for  
a 50-year-old spill that contributes to its pollution. 
 
 
By NICHOLAS CONFESSORE 
Published: February 9, 2007 (http://www.nytimes.com/2007/02/09/nyregion/09brooklyn.html) 
 
ALBANY, Feb. 8 — New York State moved to sue Exxon Mobil and four other companies on Thursday to force 
them to clean up a half-century-old spill of millions of gallons of oil lying under the Greenpoint neighborhood in 
Brooklyn and to repair environmental damage inflicted on nearby Newtown Creek. 
 
The spill, originally several times the size of the Exxon Valdez oil leak, resulted from an accident in the 1950s 
and lay undiscovered until 1978. In notices of intent to sue that were sent to the five companies, Andrew M. 
Cuomo, the state attorney general, said that so much oil had leaked into the creek that some samples of its 
sediment, when dried and weighed, were nearly one-tenth oil. 
 
The notices also disclosed that an internal study by one of the companies found nearly 100 different pollutants 
in the creek water or sediment, including benzene, arsenic and lead. 
 
The other companies receiving the notices were BP, Chevron, KeySpan and Phelps Dodge. 
 
The state’s action is a sharp turning point in its handling of the spill, which in recent years has occasioned 
lawsuits by Greenpoint residents, local elected officials and environmental groups. A 1990 agreement between 
Exxon Mobil and state environmental officials had required the company to recover the spilled oil, but it 
specified no deadline and required no remediation of either the creek or the polluted soil under Greenpoint. 
 
About eight million gallons of oil and petroleum byproducts are believed to remain underground, and past soil 
tests have revealed that the spill releases toxic vapors into the neighborhood above. Mr. Cuomo’s action will 
seek a far faster pace for recovering the oil, extensive scientific testing to determine damage to the soil and 
groundwater, and millions of dollars in fines. Cleanup costs could increase the companies’ expense by tens of 
millions of dollars, Mr. Cuomo’s aides said. 
 
“This is one of the worst environmental disasters in the nation, larger than the Exxon Valdez and slower in the 
cleanup,” Mr. Cuomo said in a statement. 
 
“Exxon Mobil must and will be held accountable. The toxic footprint of Exxon Mobil is found all over this area. It 
is Exxon Mobil’s oil that remains under the homes and businesses. And it is Exxon Mobil that has dragged its 
feet and done as little as possible to address the dangers that it created.” 
 
According to the notices, Exxon Mobil’s current mechanisms for recovering the spilled oil have, as a side effect, 
discharged yet more pollutants into the creek, a process that the company has been aware of for years, the 
notices say. A spokesman for Mr. Cuomo said on Thursday that Exxon Mobil had also been reselling some of the 
recovered oil, even as it allowed the creek to become more polluted. 
 
Barry Wood, a spokesman for Exxon Mobil, said the company had not received the notices. In a statement, he 
said the company had already helped recover more than 9.3 million gallons of the petroleum products. 
 
“While the cost of remediation at the site is confidential, Exxon Mobil is committed to remediation of the site, 
and we have been aggressive in our efforts and have made significant progress,” Mr. Wood said. 
 
He added that the company remained committed to its 1990 agreement with the state’s Department of 
Environmental Conservation. 
 
“We take our environmental responsibilities very seriously and have committed substantial resources toward 
cleaning up the site,” he said. 
 
“Complex remediation projects such as this, where the product to be recovered is under ground and not easily 
accessible, takes time to complete.” 
 

antinimby
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Phelps Dodge operated a copper smelting plant on the creek’s north bank, in Queens, where studies have found 
heavy metals and other pollutants. 
 
Companies later acquired by KeySpan owned gas processing facilities along the waterway that contaminated the 
creek’s sediments with some of the same pollutants and other toxic chemicals, according to the notices. 
 
Companies later acquired by Chevron and BP operated storage or refinery facilities along the creek that leaked 
oil into the ground, according to the notices. 
 
Together, the notices significantly widen the scope of state legal action concerning the creek, a dirty, 3.5-mile-
long estuary that marks Brooklyn’s northern border and flows into the East River. Local politicians said 
yesterday that they believed Mr. Cuomo’s actions would pave the way for a long-overdue cleanup of the creek 
and its transformation into a recreational waterway. 
 
“The Brooklyn-Queens waterfront has the potential to be New York’s Gold Coast, with sparkling towers, schools, 
parks and libraries,” said Eric Gioia, a City Council member whose Queens district abuts the creek. “Cleaning 
Newtown Creek is critical to that vision.” 
 
 
http://graphics8.nytimes.com/images/2007/02/09/nyregion/brooklynlarge.jpg 
 
 
Gov. Eliot Spitzer, who took over investigation of the spill from the state’s Department of Environmental 
Conservation last year when he was attorney general, praised Mr. Cuomo’s decision. 
 
“This is an important day for the people of Greenpoint, Brooklyn,” Mr. Spitzer said. “It is imperative that Exxon 
Mobil and the other companies responsible for this pollution be held fully accountable.” 
 
When first discovered, the spill was estimated at 17 million gallons of oil and oil products spread over 100 acres. 
Currently, the spill covers about 55 acres. 
 
For years, Greenpoint residents have watched as environmentalists battled state officials and the companies 
responsible for the oil. In 2004, Riverkeeper, an environmental group, decided to file its own lawsuit against 
Exxon Mobil. 
 
The following summer, soil tests performed by the group showed toxic fumes coming from the ground over the 
spill. That caused a second lawsuit by about two dozen Greenpoint residents. 
 
Both suits are active, but local officials and environmental groups said Mr. Cuomo’s move would put significant 
new pressure on Exxon Mobil. 
 
“They have managed to manipulate and work with previous administrations and enlist their help in avoiding a 
serious remediation,” said Alex Matthiessen, the president of Riverkeeper. “Attorney General Cuomo’s notice 
letter brings that to a screeching halt.” 
 
Federal laws require Mr. Cuomo to give the companies advance notice of his intent to sue them, and to allow 
the companies to avoid the suits by acting quickly. 
 
BP, Chevron, KeySpan and Phelps Dodge have been cooperating with state officials to clean up their own 
properties, according to Robert E. Hernan, an assistant attorney general who heads Mr. Cuomo’s environmental 
enforcement unit. 
 
But Exxon Mobil may prove more resistant. According to the notices, the attorney general’s office recently 
approached the company and asked it to take responsibility for stopping continuing leaks at one of two sites it 
owns. 
 
The company declined, the documents state, and Mr. Hernan predicted that it would fight the new action in 
court. 
 
“Our expectations are not high,” he said. 
 
Copyright 2007 The New York Times Company 

February 11th, 2007, 08:50 AM 

So, let's see ... how does it go? If the state wins, Exxon cleans up, huh?  
 

ablarc
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Or maybe ExxonMobil appeals or drags its heel for a couple more decades, and then everyone lets it subside 
back into simmering inactivity. 
 
So maybe it stays this way forever. 
 
There are two entirely separate issues here, and they need to be un-linked: 1. cleaning up and 2. deciding who 
pays for it. The former can be done now, the latter is likely to take decades (or forever). 
 
If the state feels this has to be done at all costs, they should do it now and sue ExxonMobil to recover the 
cleanup's cost. That way the decades of trying to recover the cost will be blessed with a cleaned-up creek 
teeming with development --even if the state loses.  
 
The other way, the creek stays polluted and undeveloped till the distant time when the final appeal on payment 
responsibility is exhausted. And there's no guarantee the state will win. 
 
And if the state loses: the state either pays for it anyway, taking decades to accomplish it and find the funds-- 
or the state discovers it isn't so important to clean up after all (sour grapes). 
 
Just do it now, Spitzer, and sock Exxon for the cost. 
 
 
 
 
If --a half century from now-- the government fails to recover the clean-ups cost, there'll be a half-century of 
Gold Coast tax revenue and a grateful citizenry for a consolation prize.  
 
Why, the consolation prize alone is worth it. 

February 11th, 2007, 09:20 AM 

Taking it up a notch is exactly the right thing to do. 
 
That's what happened with GE. A binding agreement was reached, with set dates. The federal EPA has the 
authority, if the company doesn't comply, to do the work and send them a bill. Work begins this spring, and will 
take 6 years. 
 
It's easy to say that the state should do the work (in which case it's almost guaranteed they will not collect one 
penny), and not have to decide what gets eliminated from the budget. 

February 11th, 2007, 09:41 AM 

It's easy to say that the state should do the work (in which case it's almost guaranteed they will not collect one 
penny), and not have to decide what gets eliminated from the budget. 
You eliminate the things that are less important. If you eliminate nothing, it means everything's more 
important.  
 
That's what the government is saying in effect as long as work's not underway. Maybe this isn't really very 
important... 
 
Not disputing what you're saying, Zippy; just clarifying what I'm saying. If the EPA is the speediest way to go, 
I'm all for it (they're part of what I call the state, i.e. the government). I don't care which branch does it, but if 
it's important, then delaying a start while arguing about who pays is just not an option.  
 
Either that or it's really not that important... 

February 11th, 2007, 09:59 AM 

But it has to go to court to force the issue. It should have been done years ago. 
 
I've watched the Hudson River PCB charade for decades. Study piled on study. Yeah, we'll clean it up. Wait, it's 
degrading naturally. OK, maybe it's not, but disturbing it would be worse. We'll study it more, and get back to 
you. 
 
What didn't help during that period was that CEO Jack Welsh was regarded as a corporate deity, and there was 
a reluctance to take him on. 

ZippyTheChimp
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The climate has changed, especially in regard to Exxon and its bloated profits. Hopefully, when that twit is out 
of the White House, the EPA can be rehabilitated. 

May 10th, 2007, 06:00 AM 

Newtown Creek Cruise 
Sunday, July 8, 2007 
 
An intense four hour exploration of Newtown Creek, NYC. 
 
Departs from East 23rd Street, Manhattan 
11:00 A.M. 
 
Hosted by Newtown Creek Alliance. 
Sponsored by Working Harbor Committee. 
 
For tickets and more information: 
 
https://www.nycharities.org/event/event.asp?CE_ID=1237 
 
or 
 
www.newtowncreekalliance.org 

May 14th, 2007, 12:42 PM 

Newtown Creek Alliance Meeting  
 
Tuesday, May 15, 2007 
 
Meatspace Gallery 
46-01 5th Street, One block west of Vernon Blvd 
Long Island City 
6:30 P.M. 
 
http://meatspacegallery.com/ 
 
Vernon/Jackson station on #7 train 
 
Complete directions to the gallery are on their website. 
 
They are hosting an exhibit, "Submerged", inspired by the water, so is is a perfect fit.  
 
http://www.newtowncreekalliance.org/ 

June 5th, 2007, 02:56 PM 

Ten million gallons of toxic gunk trapped in the Brooklyn aquifer is starting to creep toward the surface. How 
scary is that? 
 
http://nymag.com/news/features/32865/ 
 
 
www.newtowncreekalliance.org 

July 18th, 2007, 08:05 AM 

July 18, 2007 
 
Suit Seeks Belated Cleanup of a 57-Year-Old Oil Spill 
 
http://graphics8.nytimes.com/images/2007/07/18/nyregion/spill600.jpg 
Stephen Hilger/Bloomberg News 
Chemical traces from a 1950 oil spill are still found in  

CMANDALA
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Newtown Creek between Brooklyn, left, and Queens.  
 
By ALAN FEUER 
 
The New York State attorney general’s office filed a lawsuit yesterday against Exxon Mobil and four other 
companies to force them to clean up a 57-year-old oil spill that has polluted the soil beneath Greenpoint, 
Brooklyn, and left traces of toxic chemicals in nearby Newtown Creek. 
 
The spill — said to be originally almost twice as large as the Exxon Valdez disaster, which dumped 11 million 
gallons of oil off the Alaskan coast in 1989 — resulted from an industrial explosion in 1950. It went 
undiscovered until 1978, when the Coast Guard found a subterranean pool that contained an estimated 17 
million gallons of oil products. 
 
In the lawsuit, filed in Federal District Court in Brooklyn, the attorney general, Andrew M. Cuomo, said he is 
seeking to compel Exxon Mobil and the other companies to speed up the cleanup and to force them to pay 
millions of dollars in fines. Also named in the suit are BP, Chevron, KeySpan and Phelps Dodge. 
 
For years, Greenpoint residents have wondered whether state environmental officials or the companies would 
finally clean up the spill, which occurred at an oil refinery and storage facility on the Brooklyn-Queens border. In 
2004, Riverkeeper, an environmental group, filed its own lawsuit against Exxon Mobil. The following summer, 
soil tests performed by the group found toxic fumes coming from the ground above the spill. That prompted a 
second lawsuit by about two dozen Greenpoint residents. Both suits are pending. 
 
The state’s lawsuit is a sharp turnaround in its handling of the spill. A 1990 agreement between state 
environmental officials and Mobil Oil — which merged with Exxon in 1999 — required the company to recover 
the spilled oil, but it specified no deadline and required no cleanup of either the creek or the polluted soil under 
Greenpoint. In February, the attorney general’s office indicated a change of policy was at hand by sending 
Exxon Mobil and the four other companies a notice of its intention to sue. 
 
About eight million gallons of oil and petroleum byproducts — including benzene, arsenic and lead — are 
believed to remain underground, and soil tests have revealed that the spill has released toxic vapors in the 
neighborhood. 
 
Mr. Cuomo said the spill was nearly twice the size of the one created by the Exxon Valdez accident. He added 
that the oil seeps from the bulkheads of the former oil facility into the three-and-a-half-mile-long Newtown 
Creek and then into the East River. 
 
“It ’s amazing this situation has gone on as long as it has,” Mr. Cuomo said in an interview. “It’s been allowed to 
exist for decades.” 
 
In the almost 30 years since the spill was discovered, the companies have made no progress in treating the 
contaminated soil, Mr. Cuomo said, and they have not addressed the contamination in Newtown Creek. Beyond 
fines and a faster cleanup, the suit seeks scientific testing and investigations to determine the scope of the 
environmental contamination, cleanup of contaminated groundwater and soil and the restoration of Newtown 
Creek. 
 
Barry Wood, a spokesman for Exxon Mobil, said yesterday that company officials had not seen the suit and 
could not comment on its specific charges. In the past, Exxon Mobil has said that it has helped to recover more 
than 9.3 million gallons of oil and oil byproducts from the spill and that it takes its responsibilities seriously 
under the 1990 agreement with the state. 
 
Basil B. Seggos, chief investigator for Riverkeeper, said the state’s lawsuit is “a fairly dramatic step forward.” 
 
“It demonstrates the state is prepared to hold Exxon accountable for its misdeeds and reverse 30 years of 
inaction,” he said. “We look forward to working with the attorney general.” 
 
Copyright 2007 The New York Times Company 

July 18th, 2007, 10:58 AM 

I'm amazed there's no statute of limitiations. From what I've heard, some of this goes back to the old Standard 
Oil days. 

July 18th, 2007, 11:03 AM 

Should this situation have a statute of limitations, and what should it be? 

MikeW

ZippyTheChimp

Page 18 of 21Newtown Creek [Archive] - Wired New York Forum

4/8/2009http://wirednewyork.com/forum/archive/index.php/t-2889.html



July 18th, 2007, 11:16 AM 

I'm not saying it should, I'm just a bit surprised that it doesn't. 
 
Should this situation have a statute of limitations, and what should it be? 

September 29th, 2007, 08:16 PM 

September 29, 2007 Nature Walk Opens 
 
http://www.newtowncreekalliance.org/92907a.htm 

October 2nd, 2007, 10:00 AM 

Coming somewhat out of left field... 
 
Someone talked about the GE Hudson PCB thing. Unlike the Newtown Creek situation, which was 
accidental/negligent/illegal, when GE was dumping PCBs in the Hudson it was with full knowledge and 
permission of the the various government agencies involved at the time. 

October 2nd, 2007, 11:02 AM 

Which ^^^ does not make the GE / Hudson dumping permissable, legal or wise. 
 
The government types have a constitutional responsibility to safeguard the citizens. 

October 2nd, 2007, 02:34 PM 

???? 
 
The government gave them an explicit permit to do something and it's not legal? Where the hell do you get 
that. Then forty years later, the gov't is, like, oops, that was a bad idea. They shouldn't be changing the rules 
after the game's been played. 
 
 
Which ^^^ does not make the GE / Hudson dumping permissable, legal or wise. 
 
The government types have a constitutional responsibility to safeguard the citizens. 

October 2nd, 2007, 05:18 PM 

The government gave them an explicit permit to do something and it's not legal?It was not illegal, but not 
because any "permit" was issued. It was just done until officially banned. 
 
Monsanto began manufacture of PCBs in 1929. 
 
By the mid 30s, studies had already identified health risks. 
 
In 1952, GE began using PCBs in capacitors made at its Hudson Falls plant. 
 
In 1968, PCB poisoning was documented in Japan. 
 
GE responded to NYS requests that the company moderate its PCB discharge by threatening to move all 
operations out of the state. 
 
In 1976, the Toxic Substance Control Act banned the manufacture of PCBS. 
 
In 1977, PCB discharge into rivers was banned by the Clean Water Act. 

August 26th, 2008, 06:04 AM 

U.S. Officials Will Review Pollution in Waterway  

MikeW

CMANDALA

MikeW

lofter1

MikeW

ZippyTheChimp

brianac
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By SEWELL CHAN (http://topics.nytimes.com/top/reference/timestopics/people/c/sewell_chan/index.html?
inline=nyt-per) 
Published: August 26, 2008  
 
The federal Environmental Protection Agency 
(http://topics.nytimes.com/top/reference/timestopics/organizations/e/environmental_protection_agency/index.html?
inline=nyt-org) has agreed to “develop a sampling plan” that could lead to Newtown Creek’s being named a 
federal Superfund site, a designation that could accelerate long-stalled cleanup efforts in the polluted, oil-slicked 
3.5-mile estuary between Queens and Brooklyn. 
 
The agency’s decision was made public on Monday by the offices of Representatives Nydia M. Velázquez 
(http://topics.nytimes.com/top/reference/timestopics/people/v/nydia_m_velazquez/index.html?inline=nyt-per) 
of Manhattan and Brooklyn and Anthony D. Weiner 
(http://topics.nytimes.com/top/reference/timestopics/people/w/anthony_d_weiner/index.html?inline=nyt-per) 
of Queens and Brooklyn.  
 
Last month, the two lawmakers urged the agency to test the area for inclusion in the Superfund program. If the 
tests turn up a significant level of chemicals and other hazardous waste, the site could be eligible for millions of 
dollars in federal assistance. A Superfund designation would also allow the agency to go after the companies 
responsible for the contamination. 
 
In 1990, ExxonMobil entered into two consent decrees to clean up the spill, roughly 17 million gallons of oil and 
other chemicals that leaked into the ground after a tank explosion in 1950. The company says roughly half the 
spill — discovered in 1978 — has been cleaned up, but the pace of the work has been criticized. 
 
Lawmakers have asked the E.P.A. to test four sites — two former hazardous-waste facilities, a former copper-
smelting plant, and a former coal-gasification complex — that are believed to be particularly contaminated.  
 
In a letter dated Aug. 15, Alan J. Steinberg, a regional administrator for the Environmental Protection Agency, 
noted to Ms. Velázquez, Mr. Weiner and Representatives Gene Green of Texas and Hilda L. Solis of California 
that the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation was already working to remedy decades of 
industrial pollution at the site, including oil releases.  
 
But Mr. Steinberg added that the agency would “review existing information from ongoing and past 
environmental investigations.” 
 
“From the information gathered in this review,” he wrote, “E.P.A. will identify any data gaps that may exist and 
will subsequently develop a sampling plan to address them. We anticipate that this effort will take 
approximately six months to complete. Once the data are collected, E.P.A. will evaluate what additional actions, 
if any, may be warranted in accordance with Cercla.”  
 
Cercla is the acronym for the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 1980, 
which created the Superfund program. 
 
Dumping of industrial materials into Newtown Creek dates as far back as the 19th century, but the oil spill that 
is the subject of litigation and legislation is believed to have begun in the 1950s. 
 
In 2004, after soil tests by the environmental advocacy group Riverkeeper 
(http://topics.nytimes.com/top/reference/timestopics/organizations/r/riverkeeper/index.html?inline=nyt-org) 
detected toxic fumes coming from the ground above the spill, dozens of residents filed a property damage 
lawsuit against ExxonMobil and the other two companies, BP and Chevron, that have owned or currently own 
industrial sites from which the spill has spread. 
 
In 2006, Eliot Spitzer (http://topics.nytimes.com/top/reference/timestopics/people/s/eliot_l_spitzer/index.html?
inline=nyt-per), the state attorney general at the time, agreed to look into the matter, and in 2007, Mr. 
Spitzer’s successor, Andrew M. Cuomo 
(http://topics.nytimes.com/top/reference/timestopics/people/c/andrew_m_cuomo/index.html?inline=nyt-per), 
sued ExxonMobil. But meanwhile, local officials have called for more aggressive federal action.  
 
In a statement on Monday, advocates cheered the decision by the federal agency to review Newtown Creek. 
 
Basil Seggos, chief investigator at Riverkeeper, said in a statement. “The resources of the E.P.A. will prove 
indispensable in protecting the creek and its surrounding communities from a legacy of toxic dumping.”  
 
http://www.nytimes.com/2008/08/26/nyregion/26creek.html?ref=nyregion 
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Copyright 2008 (http://www.nytimes.com/ref/membercenter/help/copyright.html) The New York Times 
Company (http://www.nytco.com/) 

September 4th, 2008, 05:26 PM 

The Newtown Creek Tour is almost sold out. If you would like to join us please do not hesitate to buy a ticket. 
 
The handout includes copies of the 1932 Port Authority waterfront maps. Our narration covers historical aspects 
of the waterway. Environmental speakers discuss present-day pollution and solutions. Possible sightings could 
include tugs and tankers. Two drawbridges will open for us. 
 
http://workingharbor.com/special%20tours.htm#newtown_creek 
 
http://www.newtowncreekalliance.org/ 

vBulletin® v3.8.1, Copyright ©2000-2009, Jelsoft Enterprises Ltd. 

CMANDALA
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REFERENCE  8 



Newtown Creek Alliance  

New York City 

                               

 The Newtown Creek Alliance (NCA) is a community 
organization dedicated to  

revitalizing, restoring and revealing  Newtown Creek.  

About       Image Pages  

 History      Past NCA Events      Links      Contact 

Online Reference Page 

------------------------ 
 

 
The City Concealed: Newtown Creek from Thirteen.org 

------------------------- 

Mitigate and Remediate 
the Meeker Avenue Contaminant Plumes.  
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Live above the Meeker Plumes?  

Get your Home Tested & Help Clean It Up.  
Learn How YOU Can Help Today. 

------------------------- 

Our annual Newtown Creek Cruise was held on Sunday, September 14, 2008.  
  

------------------------- 
  

Utilizing HabitatMap's community mapping platform the Newtown Creek 
Alliance 

assembled several thematic maps in support of our work. 

Visit HabitatMap.org to contribute to this map 

Map data ©2009 Tele Atlas - Terms of Use
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------------------------- 
  

April 24, 2008    U.S. House Passage of New Environmental Study for 
Newtown Creek 

  
------------------------- 

$625K GRANT AWARDED FOR BROWNFIELDS REMEDIATION PLANNING AROUND 
NEWTOWN CREEK 

STATE MONEY TO FUND COMMUNITY WORK OF GMDC, RIVERKEEPER & 
NEWTOWN CREEK ALLIANCE 

Click here for press release             Riverkeeper announcement 
  

------------------------- 
   

Community Health & Harm Narratives:  
Exploring the Public Health Concerns of Communities along the Newtown 

Creek 
Public Health Study 

________________________________________________________________ 
   

The Newtown Creek Alliance hosted cruises on July 8 and September 16, 
2007.  
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Here is a view taken during our July 8 tour.  
The classic tug Cheyenne is westbound at Pulaski Bridge. Image courtesy of 

Cindy Goulder. 
   

------------------------- 
  

Newtown Creek Nature Walk 
Opened September 29, 2007 

  
Newtown Creek Wastewater Treatment Plant 

Entrance at foot of Paidge Avenue, Greenpoint NY 
Open dawn to dusk, weather permitting.  
 Christine Holowacz, Community Liaison  

718 349-0150  
   

------------------------- 
Newtown Creek EPA Report released September 12, 2007 

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation is 
overseeing cleanup and remediation of the Newtown Creek/Greenpoint oil 

spill in Brooklyn, N.Y. EPA conducted, at the request of Congress, a study of 
the public health and safety issues related to the oil spill. Government 
officials detected the Newtown Creek/Greenpoint oil spill in 1978 and 

estimated that the some 17 million gallons of petroleum covered more than 
50 acres of underground area. Free product exists in large amounts on the 

water table between Monitor Street and Kingsland Avenue, and extends 
southeast near the Brooklyn-Queens Expressway. Residual petroleum 
contamination exists in local groundwater, native soil and fill materials. 

About half of the spilled oil has been recovered by several oil companies.  

 Newtown Creek Oil Spill: A review of Remedial Progress (1979 - 20007) - September 12, 2007 [PDF 2.6 
MB, 85 pp] 

------------------------- 
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Sunset, July 2, 2008 
   

Click here to join the NCA mailing list 
Please include your name 

Contact Webmaster 

All photographs are the exclusive property of the Newtown Creek Alliance, unless otherwise credited.  
Photographs may not be reproduced, copied, stored, or manipulated in any form without the written 

permission of the Newtown Creek Alliance. This includes use of any image as part of another 
photographic concept or illustration. All images displayed here are owned and copyrighted © by the 

Newtown Creek Alliance 2008. All rights reserved. 

Back to top of page 
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Newtown Creek Alliance  

New York City 

 

  

  

Formed in 2002, the Newtown Creek Alliance works to educate 
leaders and decision makers about Newtown Creek, advocate 

for an end to persistent sources of Creek pollution, host 
community events on and around Newtown Creek, and much 

more.  

NCA members include elected officials, environmental 
advocates, community residents, business leaders, Newtown 

Creek users and more.  

  

Participating Organizations  

The Honorable Vito Lopez 

The Honorable Marty Markowitz 

The Honorable David Yassky 

The Honorable Eric Gioia 

Barge Park Pals 

Brookhaven National Laboratory 

Brooklyn Center for the Urban Environment 
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Brooklyn Community Board 1 

Brooklyn Waterfront Greenway 

CUNY-LaGuardia 

East River Apprenticeshop 

East River Development Authority 

East River Kayak Club 

Environmental Defense 

Greenpoint Manufacturing and Design Center 

Greenpoint Williamsburg Association for Parks and Planning  

Hoff/White Design 

Sims Hugo Neu 
  

LIC Community Boathouse 

Gowanus Dredgers 

Lower Eastside Ecology Center 

Metropolitan Waterfront Alliance 

Newtown Creek Monitoring Committee 

New York Industrial Retention Network 

NYSDEC Fisheries 

Queens Community Board 2 

Queens Community Board 5 
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Regional Plan Association 

ReHo Industries 

Riverkeeper 

Urban Divers 

Waterfront Parks Coalition 

  

Home 
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Newtown Creek Alliance  

New York City 

 

Newtown Creek Information 

Newtown Creek has a length of four miles. Its natural depth was 12 feet, falling to four feet at the head of 
navigation. In the early days its shores presented a beautiful sight. In the background were the hills covered with 
trees. In the swamps below, the stream and its tributaries had their rise. Broadening on its way, the stream flowed 
quietly between wooded elevations and further along lowlands until it mingled its waters with the salt of the East 
River. When the tides met, the backing up of these tides caused the stream to overflow the marshes, and this fact 
led the Indians to name the waterway "Mispat", that is, an overflowing tidal stream. An ancient deed from the 
Indians calls Maspet Kills "Quandoequareous". The creek abounded with seafood and was also a favorite 
swimming spot. 

In the neighboring forests the deer and the wolf had their habitation. On the head of the stream was the village 
and cornfield of a small band of red men, known as the Mispat tribe. Near its mouth a few adventurous Noormans 
had established themselves, clearing the land and trading with the Indians. 

In 1638 Governor Kieft purchased the land near the creek, and the new Charter of Freedoms and Exemptions, 
published in 1640, providing that "all good inhabitants were allowed to select lands and form colonies," attracted 
settlers to this neighborhood. Thus a small band of former residents of the Plymouth Colony, under the leadership 
of the Rev. Francis Doughty, settled in 1642 near the Indian village. Near Meeker Avenue, Humphrey Clay 
operated a ferry across Newtown Creek to Bushwick as early as 1670.  

County lines were unknown; the creeks were dividing lines between the several plantations, for the reason that 
lands near a creek were taken up in preference to others, and the creeks were used in place of roads to transport 
the produce of the farms to the river, and thus it was made possible to reach the fort on Manhattan Island. 

The territory along the Newtown Creek, as far as Old Calvary cemetery and along the East River to a point near 
the present Queensboro Bridge, was known as Dutch Kills. On the other side of the cemetery was a settlement of 
men from New England and therefore named English Kills. Farms and plantations lined both shores of the Creek 
from the mid-1600’s to the mid-nineteenth century. 

The rapid industrial development occurred after 1860. A 1935 report indicated the waterfront on both sides of the 
creek added up to 11.6 miles. Dockage of more than 51,000 feet was available. The creek is "dead water". It rises 
and falls with the tide but does not flow. 

Dutch Explored Newtown Creek in 1613-1614 

In 1612 we hear of two navigators whose work represents much of the beginning of Manhattan history. These 
men were Henry Christiaensen and Adriaen Block. They first went to the great river discovered by Verrazzano, 
and explored by Hudson, in a vessel of their own, but not commanded by themselves. On this first voyage they 
procured a cargo of peltries and carried back to Holland two sons of Indian chiefs. In the year that followed each 
of the two friends took command of a separate vessel, Christiaensen of the "Fortune," and Block of the "Tiger," 
and cleared again for the Hudson. This expedition of 1613 had enduring results. In the first place Christiaensen 
determined on a departure from the earlier plan. In place of returning to Holland when his particular business was 
completed, he resolved to spend the winter on Manhattan. He erected as a beginning a number of rude huts, 
using as material the bark and the branches of trees. These were, of course, the first European habitations of any 
kind built on the site of what was, in course of time, to become the greatest city in the world.  
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It appears to have been in the spring of 1614 that Block put a new ship to use exploring waters they had not 
before ventured on. He sailed up the East River, closely making notes of the coasts of Manhattan and Long 
Island, passing through beyond the headlands of Throgg's Neck and Whitestone, and finally with a new sense of 
discovery found himself in the broadening waters of the Sound. To the cartographers of Europe the existence of 
Long Island Sound had not up to that time been suspected, for the coast line of Long Island had been merged 
upon the maps of that date with the mainland of New England. It is a feather, therefore, in the cap of Adriaen 
Block, that he was the first to provide an available description of the Sound and its coasts. On that same voyage 
he also discovered the Connecticut River and made permanent notes of certain islands and waters, one of the 
islands, Block Island, retaining in its name a memory of the intrepid navigator.  

Meanwhile it had occurred to Christiaensen that the trade in furs would be very much advanced if something in 
the way of a permanent settlement were established at points up and along the great river. The Indians would, in 
this wise, become accustomed to bringing their skins to fixed localities easily accessible to them. The trade would 
in this way be invested with a character of greater regularity and would receive greater stimulus by interesting a 
larger number of tribes stretching over a more extended territory, than could be reached by irregular and 
impulsive visits to places selected without any fixed schedule. The island of Manhattan would, of course, be the 
chief trading place. But Christiaensen, having fixed his base there, went further and diligently explored the bays, 
creeks, and inlets of the immediate vicinity in every direction in order to open up lines of negotiation with the 
aborigines. This was towards the close of 1613.  

  

Newtown Creek Alliance Report  

Newtown Creek is part of the Hudson Estuary, flowing west for 3.5 miles between Queens and Brooklyn and 
empting into the East River. The creek is comprised of small branches known as Dutch Kills, Maspeth Creek, 
Whale Creek, the East Branch, and English Kills. It is tidally influenced estuary with a total surface area of 140 
acres. While the Creek once flowed through wetlands and marshes, today the ecology is mired in its industrial 
past. Nearly the entire stretch of the creek is bulkheaded.  

There is more than 400 years of rich, if often troubled, history on Newtown Creek. Dutch explorers first surveyed 
the creek in 1613-14 and acquired it from the local Mespat tribe. The Dutch and English used the creek for 
agriculture and fledgling industrial commerce, making it the oldest continuous industrial area in the nation. The 
country’s first kerosene refinery (1854) and first modern oil refinery (1867) brought jobs and infrastructure. By the 
end of the 19th century, Rockefeller’s Standard Oil, which began as Astral Oil Co. in 1880, had over 100 
distilleries on both sides of Newtown Creek, and each refinery’s average effluent of discharge per week was 
30,000 gallons, most spewing into the creek. By the 1920s and 30s, the Creek was a major shipping hub and was 
widened, deepened, and bulkheaded to accommodate bigger barges, destroying all its fresh water sources. 
Newtown Creek became home to such businesses as sugar refineries, hide tanning plants, canneries, and copper 
wiring plants.  

Up until the latter part of the 20th Century, industries along the creek had free reign over the disposal of unwanted 
byproducts. With little-to-no government regulation or knowledge of impacts on human health and the 
environment, it made business sense to pollute the creek. The legacy of this history today is a 17 million gallon 
underground oil spill caused by Standard Oil’s progeny companies—7 million gallons more than the Exxon Valdez 
spill in 1989, copper contamination of the Phelps Dodge superfund site, bubbling from the creek bed in the 
English Kill reach due to increases of hydrogen sulfide and a lack of dissolved oxygen, and creekbeds coated with 
of old tires, car frames, seats and loose paper. Nearly the entire creek had the sheen and smell of petroleum, with 
the bed and banks slicked black.  

There is no natural freshwater flow into the creek as the historic tributaries were covered over. Flow exclusively 
consists of contaminated stormwater runoff, carrying trash from numerous bridges, unsewered and wholly paved 
streets and industrial sites, waste transfer stations, and combined sewer overflows (CSOs) from the city’s sewer 
system. Moreover, severely toxic groundwater seeps through the bed and banks of the creek. Every year 
Newtown Creek receives 14,000 million gallons of combined sewage overflow, a mixture of rainwater runoff, raw 
domestic sewage, and industrial wastewater that overwhelms treatment plants every time it rains. There are also 
discharges from numerous permitted and unpermitted pollution sources. The creek is mostly stagnant, meaning 
all the pollutants that have entered the creek over the past two centuries have never left. The creek is also home 
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to a federal Superfund site, several State Superfund sites and numerous brownfields that have not yet secured 
the attention of regulators. 

All is not lost, however. Recently, life is returning to the creek. You can find blue crabs at the mouth, fish swim in 
its waters, and waterfowl are prevalent. Wetland plants are taking over the abandoned bulkheads and sediment 
piles and school children are growing oysters, which serve as natural water filters. The Newtown Creek Alliance is 
actively fighting to help life return to the creek by decreasing pollution and increasing the wetlands along the 
creek. 

  

Home 
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Newtown Creek Alliance  

New York City 

                               

About     Images     History    Links     Contact 

Share  your thoughts about our current activities.  
Suggest  future projects we should take on.  

Volunteer  if you would like to become more involved.  

For more information, contact Katie Schmid, Director, Newtown Creek 
Alliance 

  

  
Wednesday, July 23, 2008, 6:30 P.M. 
Greenpoint Manufacturing and Design Center (GMDC) 
Agenda: Updating Brownfields Opportunity Area ("BOA") action;  
Riverkeeper Stormwater Grant; September 14 Newtown Creek Cruise  
and other such good things.  
  
Wednesday,March 26, 2008 
Greenpoint Manufacturing and Design Center 
An essential planning meeting for the administration of the recently received 
Brownfields Opportunity Area Grant, the Community Health and Harms 
Narrative study of Newtown Creek Neighborhoods, and the Newtown Creek 
Alliance Incorporation process. 
  
November 19, 2007. Location was the Greenpoint Manufacturing and Design 
Center. The discussion covered important organizational issues. An agenda 
was developed to pursue over the next year.   
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Wednesday, July 25, 2007  Location was Greenpoint Manufacturing and 
Design Center, Brooklyn, NY. 
  

Meeting Agenda 
NCA organizational status and incorporation 
NCA Advocacy agenda  
CSO Long Term Control Plant outcome and NCA future actions  
July 8 tour wrap-up  

  
Tuesday, May 15, 2007 Location was Meatspace Gallery, Long Island City 
  
Tuesday, January 23, 2007. Location was Greenpoint Manufacturing and 
Design Center, Brooklyn NY.   

  
 Meeting Agenda:   
1.  Brownfield Opportunity Area Grantee 
2.  Park Construction Advocacy Needs  
3.  DEP Long Term Control Plan for Newtown Creek (CSO Management Plan) 
         http://www.hydroqual.com/Projects/ltcp/ 
        Area: Newtown Creek 
        Password: Maspeth 
4.  NYS DOH Health Study— 
  

Thursday, October 19, 2006:  Location was the Greenpoint Manufacturing and 
Design Center, Brooklyn NY.   

August 29, 2006: New Yorkers for Parks and the Newtown Creek Alliance hosted 
the final Public Community Design Workshop focused on conceptual plans for the 
street-end of Vernon Boulevard. The meeting was held at Dominie's Hook, 48-17 
Vernon Blvd, Long Island City. 

  
For more information about this project,  
call NY4P: 212-838-9410 ext. 313 or email newtowncreek@gmail.com 

August 15, 2006: New Yorkers for Parks and the Newtown Creek Alliance hosted 
the 3rd Public Community Design Workshop focused on conceptual plans for the 
street-end of Vernon Boulevard. The meeting was held at Hunters Point Plaza, 47-
40 21st Street, Long Island City.  

  

Past Events 

Sunday, September 16, 2007 
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Newtown Creek Cruise 
Our second sold-out creek tour this summer. 

  
Sunday, July 8, 2007 

Newtown Creek Cruise 
A four hour tour of Newtown Creek and the East River 

  
Wednesday, March 21, 2007 

Newtown Creek Stakeholder Team: Meeting of the Long Term Combined Sewer 
Overflow Control Plan (LTCP) for Newtown Creek. Meeting held at the Newtown 

Creek Water Pollution Control Plant.  

  

Tuesday, March 27, 2007  

Design Reception: Reclaiming the Vernon Boulevard Waterfront at Newtown Creek 

Manufactured Ecology on the Industrial Edge  
Reclaiming the Vernon Boulevard Waterfront at Newtown Creek  

DaughterPride Studio, 10-10 50th Ave, Long Island City  
  

In 2006 the New Yorkers for Parks Community Design program collaborated with 
the Newtown Creek Alliance to create pro-bono designs for the Vernon Boulevard 
waterfront in Queens. These designs, conceptualized through an open dialogue 
with the community, introduce valuable open space, provide waterfront access, 

manage stormwater runoff, and link this waterfront site with a dynamic network of 
proposed Greenways in Queens and Brooklyn. 

  

Recent NYSDEC Meeting: September 27, 2006 

New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 

This meeting updated the status of the Greenpoint Oil Spill, state regulation and 
enforcement, and actions so far taken by NYSDEC and the Office of the Attorney 
General.  
  
The meeting included a brief update on product recovery, activities completed in 
2006, and goals for the upcoming year. In addition, information on planned vapor 
and indoor air sampling were discussed.  
  
The meeting included an extended opportunity to ask DEC and DOH staff questions 
regarding these projects. 
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HOME 

Live Above the Meeker Plumes?  Get Your Home Tested & 
Help Clean It Up.  

Learn How YOU Can Help Today. 
On this page: 

Summary 
Background 

Why Should I Get My Home Tested? 
How Do I Get My Home Tested? 

Tenants, Want Your Building to Get Tested?  
What About Property Values? 

What You Can Do to Help 
Our Recommendations for the NYSDEC and NYSDOH 

News Coverage 
Educate Yourself, Learn More  

Visit HabitatMap.org to contribute to this map 

 
Summary 

The NY State Dept. of Environmental Conservation (DEC) has identified 

Map data ©2009 Tele Atlas - Terms of Use
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several plumes of chlorinated solvents (TCE & PCE) in the soils and 
groundwater beneath Greenpoint and East Williamsburg. These plumes 
are collectively referred to by DEC as the "Meeker Ave. Plume". The 
plumes are the result of decades of dumping and irresponsible 
manufacturing practices by historic and contemporary drycleaning and 
metalworking businesses. Testing conducted by DEC has confirmed that 
hazardous vapors from the Meeker Ave. contaminant plumes are intruding 
into residential properties in the area. 

Home owners and businesses in the vicinity of the plumes are encouraged 
to contact DEC to have their property tested for vapor intrusion free of 
charge. To set up an appointment to have your home or business tested 
please contact Dawn Hettrick at the NYS Dept. of Health (DOH), (800) 
458-1158 x27860. If a vapor intrusion problem is identified, DOH will install 
a mitigation system at no cost to the property owner.  

Hazardous vapor intusion from the Meeker Ave. plumes is a substantial 
threat to human health. Fortunately, a properly installed and 
maintained mitigation system can eliminate the threat of hazardous 
vapor intrusion, protecting residents and employees from the 
impacts of future exposures. 

Background 
DEC, in cooperation with DOH, began investigating the Meeker Ave. 
Plumes in the Spring of 2007 after results from two separate investigations 
conducted by the Exxon Mobil Corporation and the New York State 
Department of Transportation documented that soil, soil gas, and 
groundwater at numerous locations throughout the area had been 
contaminated with chlorinated solvents. The primary contaminants of 
concern are tetrachloroethene (PCE) and trichloroethene (TCE). These 
compounds have historically been used for dry cleaning and removing 
grease from metal respectively. 

DEC has conducted four total rounds of investigation at the site. Round 1 
was initiated in May 2007, Round 2 was initiated in November 2007, 
Round 3 was initiated in February 2008, and Round 4 was initiated in May 
2008. To date, a total of ninety-two soil borings, thirty-five temporary 
groundwater points, sixty-three soil gas wells, and fifty-seven groundwater 
monitoring wells have been installed and sampled by the DEC. In addition, 
eighteen residences participated in sub-slab/indoor air sampling. Based on 
these investigations, four distinct sources of contamination have been 
identified by the DEC (one to the north of Meeker Avenue, and three to the 
south of Meeker Avenue). A suspected source area east of Porter Avenue 
has also been identified. In addition, a sub-slab depressurization system 
was installed at one of the residences 
participating in the sub-slab/indoor air sampling event. 

The DEC will be conducting another round of investigation which will begin 
on November 3, 2008. This round of work will focus on identification of the 
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source area located east of Porter Avenue. In addition, the DEC and DOH 
will be offering sub-slab/indoor air sampling free of charge to residences 
located in the vicinity of soil gas wells where elevated concentrations of 
PCE and TCE were identified. This sampling will be conducted during the 
2008 - 2009 heating season 
(November 2008 - March 2009).  

Based on the results of the sub-slab/indoor air sampling to be conducted, 
the DEC and DOH will determine if ventilation systems are needed at 
residences within the site area. These ventilation systems, known as sub-
slab depressurization systems (SSDS), are designed to withdraw air from 
beneath the structure. This is an active system which promotes a pressure 
difference between the inside and outside of a structure. These systems 
essentially prevent the ability of soil vapors to enter structures. These 
systems are widely used to prevent radon gas from entering structures in 
areas where radon gas is naturally occurring in rock. If offered, the SSDS 
will be installed free of charge.  

DEC will be notifying the owners of properties that have been identified as 
sources of contamination. These affected parties will be given the 
opportunity to sign a consent order with the DEC, obligating them to further 
investigate and remediate (cleanup) the contamination at and emanating 
from their site. If these parties choose not to sign an order, the DEC will 
undertake the investigation and remediation of the site and subsequently 
pursue the affected party for cost recovery. 

Why Should I Get My Home Tested? 
DEC has identified toxic chemicals in Greenpoint and E. Williamsburg soils 
and groundwater that could potentially migrate into homes and businesses 
through a process known as "vapor intrusion".  Some of these chemicals 
are toxic and have been linked to cancer and other serious health 
problems.  It's important to get your property tested to determine whether 
or not chemicals are migrating into your home, so that DEC and DOH can 
take appropriate action to prevent this from occuring.  Note that just 
because you live above the plumes, it doesn't necessarily mean chemicals 
are migrating into your home. Getting your home tested can offer you 
peace of mind by determining whether or not your home is safe from TCE 
and PCE vapor intrusion.  Testing is free and confidential. If your home 
is deterimined to have elevated levels of chemicals of concern, DEC 
and DOH will install a mitigation system free of charge to reduce your 
exposure and protect your home. 

How Do I Get My Home Tested? 
The NYS Dept. of Health and NYS Dept. of Environmental Conversation 
are offering free indoor and subslab air-sampling in certain areas above 
the Meeker Ave. Plumes. To set up an appointment to have your home or 
business tested please contact Dawn Hettrick at the NYS Dept. of Health, 
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(800) 458-1158 x27860.  
 
If a vapor intrusion problem is identified, DOH will install a mitigation 
system at no cost to the property owner. These mitigation systems, known 
as sub-slab depressurization systems, are designed to withdraw air from 
beneath your home's foundation.  This prevents toxic soil vapors from 
entering homes and can help protect your family's health.  They're widely 
used to prevent radon gas from entering structures in areas where radon 
gas is naturally occurring. If offered, the system will be installed free of 
charge. 

Tenants, Want Your Building to Get Tested? 
If you're a tenant, talk to your landlord about the contamination and 
encourage him/her to get their property tested.  If they are unwilling, 
contact Dawn Hettrick at the NYS Dept. of Health, (800) 458-1158 x27860, 
to discuss your concerns. 

What About Property Values? 
As residents in the neighborhood, we're also concerned about property 
values.  We don't want to see any decline in the value of homes or 
businesses in the area.  The most effective way to head this off is to 
pursue a thorough cleanup of the contamination to prevent any long-term 
impact on property values.  

What You Can Do to Help? 
We need your help to ensure a full and thorough cleanup of contamination 
throughout the neighborhood.  Please contact us at 
newtowncreek@gmail.com if you can lend your expertise or enthusiasm to 
our cleanup efforts.   
 
Here's the top five things you can do today to help ensure a healthier 
Greenpoint / E. Williamsburg: 

1. Write and call your city, state and federal elected-officials and ask 
them to push for a full mitigation and clean-up of the contamination.  

2. Get your home tested for free by contacting the New York State 
Department of Health.  Contact Dawn Hettrick at the NYSDOH, (800) 
458-1158 x27860. 

3. Help educate other homeowners/tenants - pass out flyers, invite your 
neighbors over for coffee, etc.  

4. Invite us to your group's meeting for an informative presentation.  
5. Educate yourself by reading the various documents on this website 

(see below).  

Our Recommendations to the NYSDEC and 
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NYSDOH 
The Newtown Creek Alliance calls on DEC and DOH to take 
immediate action to protect human health and clean up the Meeker 
Ave. Plumes. DEC/DOH:  

Should work with the Newtown Creek Alliance to establish a 
cooperative vapor intrusion testing outreach effort for those 
residences potentially impacted by the Meeker Ave. Plumes. (Of the 
hundreds of homes with potential vapor intrusion problems, only 
eighteen have been tested to date). The outreach effort should target 
tenants in addition to building owners.  
 
Should organize a public information session to notify the community 
about the Meeker Ave. Plumes as soon as is feasible 
 
Should provide an accounting of their community outreach efforts so 
that the effectiveness of their communications strategies may be 
evaluated accurately and improved upon if necessary. 
 
Should provide a timeline for all aspects of their investigation, 
mitigation, and remediation efforts.  
 
Should mitigate the residences impacted by the Meeker Ave. Plumes 
and mitigation should proceed according to the most rapid schedule 
possible. Because the cost of mitigating homes and businesses with 
vapor intrusion problems is comparable to the cost of testing and 
because seasonal and daily variations make it difficult to accurately 
measure the true concentration of chlorinated solvents under 
foundations and in indoor air, mitigation systems should be offered to 
all the homes and businesses within the footprint of the plumes. 
 
Should remediate the Meeker Ave. plumes and remediation should 
proceed according to the most rapid schedule possible. 
 
Should recommend to the EPA that the Meeker Ave. Plumes be 
classified as a federal Superfund site and placed on the National 
Priorities List. 
 
Should add naphthalene to the analytical suite of chemicals tested 
for during all soil gas, groundwater, indoor and outdoor air sampling, 
because the current study area abuts the National Grid State 
Superfund site - a property known to be contaminated with 
manufactured gas plant wastes that include naphthalene. 
 
Should work to revise the New York State air guideline for TCE of 5.0 
mcg/m³. DOH's TCE-in-indoor-air guideline is two orders of 
magnitude higher than the most protective risk-based concentrations 
for TCE in air developed by California, Colorado, New Jersey and 
several EPA regional offices, which range from 0.016 to 0.02 
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Should work to revise the New York State air guideline for PCE of 
100 mcg/m³.  DOH's PCE-in-indoor-air guideline is 250 times higher 
than U.S. EPA's Regional Screening Level of .41 micrograms per 
cubic meter. 
 
Note - mcg/m³ = micrograms per cubic meter.  

News Coverage 
Daily News . 2/19/09. "Rep. Velázquez Urges Brooklyn Residents To 
Cooperate With Health Investigation" 

Daily News . 2/9/09. "Greenpoint to get greener, Superfund money to pay 
for nabe's toxic cleanup"  

Brooklyn Paper. 1/29/09. "Superfund to pay for Greenoint Cleanup"  
 
Daily News . 12/9/08. "State Testing 450 Greenpoint Homes Sitting on 
Plume of Toxic Chemicals ".  
 
New York Times. 12/7/08. "A Problem Rises to the Surface in Greenpoint". 
 
 
Greenpoint Star. 12/4/08. "Blooming Plumes Spells Greenpoint Doom". 

Educate Yourself - Learn More  
1. DEC/DOH Meeker Ave. Plume Fact Sheet  

2. DEC Meeker Ave. Plume Residential Air Sampling Report (summary, 
4.2mb) 

3. DEC Meeker Ave. Plume Trackdown Phase I report (introduction only, 
196kb)  

4. DEC Meeker Ave. Plume Trackdown Phase II report (introduction only, 
580kb)  

5. DEC Meeker Ave. Plume Trackdown Phase III report (introduction only, 
692kb)  

6. Meeker Ave. Plume Map (4mb, note that the layers can be toggled on 
and off)  

7. Results from the initial 2006/2007 ExxonMobil Greenpoint oil spill vapor 
intrusion and indoor air sampling investigation  

8. Slide from the October 16th, 2007 DEC/DOH presentation in Greenpoint 
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detailing two "areas of concern" where elevated levels of several 
chemicals were found during the 2006/2007 ExxonMobil Greenpoint oil 
spill vapor intrusion and indoor air sampling investigation  

9. DOH "Guidance for Evaluating Residential Soil Vapor Intrusion in the 
State of New York" and fact sheets on PCE and TCE 

10. DEC "Vapor Intrusion Guidance" and "Strategy For Evaluating Soil 
Vapor Intrusion at Remedial Sites in New York" 

11. NY State Assembly Report, "Vapor Intrusion of Toxic Chemicals: An 
Emerging Public Health Concern" 

12. EPA Guide, "Building Radon Out: A Step-by-Step Guide on How to 
Build Radon-Resistant Homes". Radon sub-slab depressurization systems 
are identical to those used to mitigate vapor intrusion from chlorinated 
solvents or other VOCs. 

HOME 
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Newtown Creek Alliance 

  

For Immediate Release  
April 24, 2008 

Congresswoman Velázquez Praises U.S. House Passage  
of New Environmental Study for Newtown Creek  

Washington, DC – Congresswoman Nydia M. Velázquez (D-N.Y.) 
today applauded action by the House of Representatives requiring the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to conduct a full-site 
characterization of Newtown Creek and determine the true extent of 
the damage from a decades-old, underground petroleum spill. A 
measure requiring the study was included in the Coast Guard 
Reauthorization Act (H.R. 2830), which the House approved this 
afternoon.  

For years, Representative Velázquez has pushed efforts to fully 
assess the extent of damage to Newtown Creek, a polluted waterway 
that separates Brooklyn and Queens. Oil has been found across 55 
acres, seeping into the Creek and settling under homes and businesses 
in Greenpoint, Brooklyn. In 2006, she authored legislation requiring 
the first-ever, independent public health and safety study of Newtown 
Creek. The results of that study indicated the original estimates of the 
spill may have been far too low, and suggested that the total oil 
released into the Creek may be as high as 30 million gallons. This 
pointed to the need for a full-site characterization. 

The following is Congresswoman Velázquez’s statement in the House 
of Representatives:  

"Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of important language in Chairman 
Oberstar’s managers amendment to H.R. 2830, the Coast Guard 
Reauthorization Act. This amendment is critical for my constituents 
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who live in the Greenpoint area in Brooklyn. I want to thank 
Chairman Oberstar and others on the Committee who saw the need 
for this language, and were willing to act on it. 

This important amendment directs the Environmental Protection 
Agency to conduct a follow-up study on the Newtown Creek oil spill. 
The new EPA study builds upon my earlier effort with my 
distinguished colleague, Mr. Weiner, to get the EPA to issue a 
comprehensive report on the oil spill. That earlier report by the EPA, 
issued last Fall, was an important step forward but it raised as many 
questions as it answered. 

Mr. Chairman, it is appropriate that we are considering this issue on a 
Coast Guard bill. It was the Coast Guard, nearly 30 years ago, that 
discovered the Newtown Creek oil spill in Greenpoint. The spill is 
massive, and scientists lack accurate measurements of the scope and 
impact of the whole of the plume. That's why we need a full-site 
characterization of the Creek, so we know just what is in, around and 
underneath the Creek bed. 

The basic condition of the Creek was not comprehensively addressed 
in the earlier report. It’s past time for a full-site characterization of 
Newtown Creek. The goal is not merely oil plume containment, but 
plume removal. We must help give this important waterway safely 
back to the community, for its use and enjoyment. 

I also am deeply concerned about what threat this material poses to 
the public. A full site characterization should also allow us to better 
measure the public health impact of the oil spill. Residents in this part 
of Brooklyn suffer from asthma, emphysema and bronchitis at a 25 
percent higher rate than the rest of the City. Child asthma hospital 
admissions are especially high. A full site characterization can help 
public health professionals draw conclusions about the impact of the 
oil spill on the health of the local community. 
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In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I want to thank Mr. Weiner for his 
long-term partnership and hard work in addressing the serious public 
policy problem posed by the Newtown Creek Oil Spill. I would urge 
the EPA to seize upon these clear instructions from Congress, and 
help New York understand just what it is facing at Newtown Creek. 
Only a full site characterization can accomplish this worthy goal." 

### 

Home 
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Newtown Creek Alliance  

New York City 
  
  

Community Health & Harm Narratives:  

Exploring the Public Health Concerns of Communities along the Newtown 
Creek 

Public health risks from environmental pollution continue to burden low-income and 
communities of color unfairly. Environmental injustice is of particular concern along 
the banks of Newtown Creek, a highly polluted body of water separating Western 
Queens from Brooklyn. Communities adjacent to the Newtown Creek, such as 
Greenpoint in Brooklyn, Sunnyside and Maspeth in Queens, are home to a 
disproportionate number of environmental hazards. A 30 million gallon oil spill was 
discovered by the United States Coast Guard in 1978 and now contaminates over 
55 acres of mixed residential and commercial property in Greenpoint. In addition, 
these communities house the Newtown Creek sewage treatment plant (treats 
approximately 75% of New York City waste), Keyspan’s natural gas plant (stores 
liquefied and compressed natural gas), 20 waste transfer stations, and countless 
other "Toxic Release Inventory’ and ‘Right to Know’ facilities. Although community 
residents continue to express concern regarding the public health risks of living 
amongst such a high concentration of environmental hazards, very little has been 
done to remedy their situation.  

The purpose of this study, "Community Health & Harm Narratives: Exploring the 
Public Health Concerns of Communities along the Newtown Creek," is to document 
the public health concerns of individuals residing in communities along the Newtown 
Creek in New York City. Participant narratives hope to capture residents’ 
experience with illness and pollution in their neighborhood. This study will use a 
community-based participatory research (CBPR) framework, which engages 
communities in setting research agendas and allows individuals to express their 
own felt health and environmental concerns. The contextual or experiential 
knowledge of community members is an oft-overlooked asset in traditional 
epidemiological research. In addition, this project seeks to engage community 
members, build individual and community capacity, and increase self-efficacy 
through skill-building and empowerment.  

The one-year project integrates CBPR principles and community organizing 
strategies into each phase of the study:  

Community members who are interested in participating in the collection of the 
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narratives will form a core of research assistants. Their role in the project will be to 
identify (through flyers, advertisements, and in-person recruitment) other community 
members who are interested in accounting their narrative for the project. In addition, 
these community research assistants will serve as peer-interviewers and receive 
training on how to use the interview protocol.  

Community members who wish to document their narrative will be given the option 
to come to one of many scheduled information sessions that will be held in public 
venues in Greenpoint, Sunnyside, and Maspeth. Interested individuals will have the 
opportunity to schedule a time to be interviewed by the research team at a 
convenient location. Face-to-face interviews will be audio recorded and participants 
will be asked to describe any health problems that they think may be related to 
industrial pollution in their neighborhood. In addition, they will be asked to identify 
any environmental hazards that they feel may have contributed to their health 
problems.  

The audiotapes of the interviews will be transcribed. The narratives will be displayed 
in written and audio format on a website (www.habitatmap.org), along with the 
narrator’s photo. Participants will have the opportunity to review their narrative 
before it is made publicly available and they may opt out at any time. In addition, the 
research team will compose a written report that will be disseminated to community 
members, media outlets, elected officials, and other interested parties. The 
overarching question driving this CBPR project is to ascertain the public health 
concerns of affected communities along the Newtown Creek. The report will entail a 
comprehensive analysis of the qualitative data to identify common themes such as 
frequently mentioned diseases and environmental exposures. It will also assess the 
themes of the collected data in relation to prior research of the community, including 
New York State Department of Environmental Conservation’s exposure 
assessments and New York City Department of Health and Mental Hygiene’s 
community health data. Although the actual content of the report will depend upon 
the data collected, the aim is to place community concerns within the larger context 
of environmental justice and public health.  

For more information contact 
newtowncreekstudy@gmail.com 

Click here for printable flyer 

Home 
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Newtown Creek Alliance  

New York City 

Newtown Creek Images and Maps 

 

Various Images and Maps  

April 17, 2006 tour 

June 18, 2006 tour 

November 25, 2006 tour 

 February 17, 2007 

May 12, 2007, Tug Vera K  

September 29, 2007, Nature Walk Opening 

September 30, 2007, Busy Creek 

February 3, 2008 tour 

March 16, 2008 tour 
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Newtown Creek Alliance  

New York City 

 

Newtown Creek Images 
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1894 Map 
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Vernon Avenue Bridge looking west 

  

 

Vernon Avenue Bridge looking east 
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1860 Map 

  

 

1800's Industries (Courtesy GAHS) 
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Vernon Avenue Bridge looking north from Brooklyn 

  

 

Towing Company Matchbook Cover 

Next Page 

Home 
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Photographs may not be reproduced, copied, stored, or manipulated in any form without the written 
permission of the Newtown Creek Alliance. This includes use of any image as part of another 

photographic concept or illustration. All images displayed here are owned and copyrighted © by the 
Newtown Creek Alliance 2006. All rights reserved. 
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Newtown Creek Alliance  

New York City 

 

Newtown Creek Images, continued 

  

 

View from Kosciuzko Bridge looking west 
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View from Greenpoint Avenue Bridge looking west 
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1885 map showing improvements on east end of Newtown Creek and English Kills 

____________________________________________________ 
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1894 map showing bridge crossings 

  

 

1894 map of proposed canal to Flushing Bay 
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Brooklyn Public Library Collection, from Brooklyn Eagle archives, 1930's(?) 
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Penny Bridge, looking north, from stereo view 
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Fireboat John J Harvey  at Vernon Boulevard 
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View from Pulaski Bridge, 7/30/06 (Vernon Blvd Street End) 

  

 

Dutch Kills sunset, November 3, 2006 

Home 
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Newtown Creek Alliance  

New York City 

 

Newtown Creek Images 

Scenes from April 17, 2006 tour 
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Newtown Creek Alliance  

New York City 

 

Newtown Creek Images 

June 18, 2006 

Maspeth Creek 
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Newtown Creek Alliance  

New York City 

 

Newtown Creek Images 

June 18, 2006, continued 

Maspeth Creek 
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View from Pennybridge 

  

Page 1 of 4Newtown Creek Alliance

4/16/2009http://www.newtowncreekalliance.org/ncreek_images_d.htm

Page 70 of 120



 

Creek wall at Pennybridge 
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Bulkhead at Pennybridge 

  

 

Abandoned industry at Pennybridge 
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Scenes from November 25, 2006 tour, continued 

  

 

Female Kingfisher at Maspeth Creek 
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Juvenile Black-Crowned Night Heron at Maspeth Creek 
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Cormorant at Dutch Kills 
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Dutch Kills 
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Gull feeds in Maspeth Creek 
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Former Phelps-Dodge site 
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Juliette Reinauer with fuel barge 
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Juliette Reinauer eastbound through Pulaski Bridge 
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May 12, 2007 

Tug Vera K working in the creek 
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Saturday, September 29th, New York City Department of Environmental Protection 
Commissioner Emily Lloyd, local elected officials, and representatives of the 
Newtown Creek Monitoring Committee gathered for the opening ceremony of the 
Newtown Creek Nature Walk. The Walk, which was developed by renowned 
environmental sculptor George Trakas, was built in conjunction with DEP’s upgrade 
of the Newtown Creek Water Pollution Control Plant, and affords public access to 
the Newtown Creek waterfront for the first time in decades.  
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View from Nature Walk looking northwest 
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Reception area on Paidge Avenue 
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Welcoming ceremony at water's edge 
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DEP's H.S.V. Osprey is a floating water quality laboratory  
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DEP's Jamaica Bay 
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Page 2 

September 29, 2007 

  

Residents enjoying waterfront access for the first time in decades 
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Tug Captain Zeke salutes the crowd  
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NYC DEP Commissioner Emily Lloyd welcomes guests  
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Congresswoman Nydia M. Velázquez thanks hardworking volunteers 
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Christine Holowacz and  Irene Klementowicz, Newtown Creek Monitoring Committee 
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Hope for the future 
  
  

Excellent Image Gallery by Miss Heather 
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Busy Newtown Creek, September 30, 2007 

  

 
Davis Sea has just passed westbound through the Greenpoint Avenue Bridge 
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Kimberly Poling with fuel barge at Lukoil 
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281-foot Kristin Poling at Metro Oil. Note the 'explorers' on an inflatable boat  
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Sea Bear arrives at Hugo Neu recycling 
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Sea Bear maneuvers barge for departure 
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View from Nature Walk in Greenpoint 
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Sea Bear heads for the East River 
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Scenes from February 3, 2008 tour 

  

Extreme low tide at Maspeth Creek 
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View from 49th Street, Maspeth.  
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Grand Street Bridge (1903) 
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Grand Street Bridge bulkhead 
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K-Sea tug ODIN through Pulaski Bridge 
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ODIN eastbound for Metro Oil as bridge closes. 
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Scenes from March 16, 2008 tour 

  

View looking west from the turning basin 
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Manhattan Avenue 
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Grand Street Bridge rehabilitation work 
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View from Pennybridge 
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Greenpoint Avenue Bridge opens for our charter boat 
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Coastal tanker John B. Caddell (built 1934) at Metro Oil 
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Abstract

This policy paper suggests a strategy towards sustainable development of the Newtown Creek – 
an industrial waterway in New York, NY.  The Newtown Creek was transformed from a 
meandering and flooding river into an industrial corridor made of channels and bulkheads.  Yet, 
in the past 50 years, industry in New York City has undergone massive retrenchment.  Left 
behind is a waterway that serves the scant remaining industrial functions, hosts waste transfer 
and sewage treatment facilities, provides current and potential habitat for birds and fish, offers 
developable waterfront space, and provides recreation and education opportunities.  Given these 
extremely diverse functions, there is disagreement over the vision for the future of the Newtown. 
The sustainable development and environmental justice challenge for the Newtown lies in 
balancing water-dependent industrial uses that serve citywide populations with the need for local 
public space and economic development.  A vision of the Newtown as a “green working 
waterfront” provides opportunity for public, private, and civil society collaboration towards a 
new, more vibrant future for this industrial waterway.  In pursuit of that vision, this paper 
advances four main goals, with concurrent policy suggestions, and proposed indicators to 
monitor progress towards these goals.
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Sustainable Development of the Newtown Creek: Assessment, Goals, and Indicators

This policy paper suggests a strategy towards sustainable development of the Newtown 

Creek – an industrial waterway in New York, NY.  In order to develop that strategy, I first 

present a description of historic and existing conditions of the Creek and the immediate 

surrounding neighborhoods.  It is necessary to understand how the Newtown Creek came to be 

the most contaminated waterway on the East Coast of the United States, situated within very 

vocal environmental justice communities (1).  Following the historic and geographic overview, I 

analyze the key current stakeholders from the public, private, and civil society sectors that have 

an interest in the future of the Newtown.  Other models of industrial waterway redevelopment 

are briefly considered before suggesting a sustainable development strategy of a “green working 

waterfront” organized around selected goals, policies, and indicators.

I. Methods

The research for this work1consisted of a review of secondary literature and primary 

materials, key informant interviews, and more comprehensive, semi-structured, organizational 

staff interviews.  The semi-structured, protocol-led interviews focused on understanding 

organizational values, resources, networks, strategies, tactics towards other actors, strategy 

change around critical points of transition in waterway restoration and redevelopment, and 

outcomes.  Interviewees were selected for their influential role in civil society organizations.  For 

the Newtown Creek case, a total of 9 formal interviews that lasted from one to four hours were 

conducted over the course of summer 2005 and winter 2006.  During this time I also attended a 

number of public meetings and events held by the organizations.  Finally, additional newspaper 

articles, brochures, and reports were used to corroborate and refine interview-based information. 

The process of data analysis consisted of listening to recorded interviews; taking time-logged 

1 This paper draws on one of three cases that were part of my Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) master’s 
thesis on civil society strategies in the restoration of industrial waterways.  It was originally written as a final 
exercise for the Harvard University Kennedy School of Government course ENR 410 taught by William Clark in the 
spring 2006.  The opinions and recommendations reflect solely the views of the author; any factual inaccuracies are 
my own responsibility.
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notes; reviewing and typing up field notes; and organizing information by theme to identify 

patterns in the data.   Immediately after conducting each interview, I wrote summary reflections 

of main points and surprising findings.  Then, I created a series of matrices to visually organize 

key information that emerged as salient from the field notes.  Finally, I conducted one follow-up 

interview in spring 2007 to update the work for UNCSD.

II. Description of the creek and surrounding neighborhoods

The Newtown Creek runs between the Brooklyn, NY neighborhoods of Greenpoint-

Williamsburg and the Queens, NY neighborhoods of Long Island City and Maspeth.  It is 3.8-

miles long with five tributaries: English Kills, East Branch, Maspeth Creek, Dutch Kills, and 

Whale Creek. As the aerial photo and land use map show (see Appendix 1A and 1B), the creek is 

surrounded by active and vacant industrial use along its length, with residential neighborhoods 

set back a few blocks. The only significant open space that appears on the infrared image 

(Appendix 1C) is the Calgary Cemetery. The inaccessibility of the Creek from the 

neighborhoods presents both an organizing challenge and helps to explain why it had not 

previously been a focus of community pressure for open space development.  

The existing conditions include vacant and contaminated sites that are clustered along the 

Newtown, pollution within the Creek itself, and polluted groundwater due to historic spills. 

Currently 36% of land in Greenpoint-Williamsburg is devoted to industry and 5.1% of land is 

vacant, with much of it clustered along the waterfronts (2). Queens Community District 2 is 
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Figure 1: Industrial use (left) and vacant property (right) on the Newtown Creek



29.8% industrial and 6.2% vacant (3).  Current uses include bulk oil storage, solid waste 

handling, and wholesale distribution (4).  Jason Corburn describes the environmental injustices, 

with the neighborhood hosting 30 solid waste transfer stations, a radioactive waste storage 

facility, 30 facilities that store hazardous wastes, 17 petroleum and natural gas storage tanks, 96 

above-ground oil storage tanks, and as of 1987, the largest concentration of industries reporting 

to the EPA Toxic Release Inventory (5).  The Newtown Creek faces a number of pollution 

problems, most prominent of which are the 20+ (combined sewer overflow) CSO events that 

discharge over 2.7 billion gallons of stormwater and raw sewage into the creek each year (6).  In 

addition, a historic 17-million gallon oil spill has spread underneath 55 acres of Greenpoint and 

may be tied to incidences of diseases like Lupus.  This spill was caused by Exxon-Mobile’s 

corporate predecessors and is the subject of several lawsuits (7-9).

The neighborhoods surrounding the Newtown can be considered environmental justice 

communities, due to the presence of pollution and NIMBY (Not In My Back Yard) facilities in a 

low income and minority area. The EPA Region 2 standard for environmental justice 

communities in New York State is 24% poverty level or higher and/or 48.5% minority in urban 

areas—and all of the communities considered here meet those criteria (10).  Greenpoint-

Williamsburg has a substantial working class population, with rapid gentrification changing the 

composition of the area.  Thirty-four percent of the community’s adults live in poverty.  The 

district is 48% white (a significant portion of which include Polish-speaking immigrants and 

Polish Americans), 5.5% black, and 37.7% Hispanic (11). Queens Community District 2, which 

includes Sunnyside, Woodside, and Hunters Point, is 30.8% white, 2% black, 26.7% Asian, and 
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Figure 2: Pollution (left) and wildlife (right) coexisting on the Newtown Creek



36.4% Hispanic.  The area of Long Island City, Astoria, and Sunnyside2 is 20% in poverty (12). 

See Appendix 2 for more demographic information.

III. History of industrial use

In the early 20th century, New York City was an industrial center, with Newtown Creek 

serving as one of the key arteries.  It was a site for copper smelting, chemical production, oil and 

sugar refineries, brick production, and lumber and coal yards (13).  Eventually the cost of real 

estate, insurance, property tax, and labor began to decrease New York City and Newtown 

Creek’s desirability as an industrial site.  The 1960s containerization of shipping and the 

movement of the commercial uses on the Brooklyn waterfront to New Jersey further exacerbated 

this process (14).  Reporter Andy Newman concisely captured this history of the creek:

At one time, Newtown Creek was a proper stream, draining the uplands of western Long 
Island.  But by the late 1800s, the bulkhead-bordered creek had been walled off from its 
sources of fresh water and was lined with petrochemical plants (including the first 
kerosene refinery, opened in 1854), fertilizer and glue factories, sawmills and paint 
works, and jammed with commercial vessels…the little creek moved more cargo than the 
lower half of the Mississippi.  This brisk commerce—combined with the untreated 
sewage of hundreds of thousands of New Yorkers—created staggering amounts of 
smoke, stench, and sludge.

Over the last 50 years, though, as city, state, and federal officials bickered about 
whose job it was to keep the creek navigable, shipping traffic left for deeper ports. 
Commercial traffic is down to a couple of dozen boats a day at most—barges of scrap 
metal, gravel or garbage, or the odd oil tanker.  The businesses along its banks now 
include a plumbing-fixture showroom, the Dry Ice Corporation and what may be the 

2 The neighborhood divisions used by the Department of Health and Mental Hygiene and those used by the 
Department of City Planning do not coincide.  This is why slightly different areas must be used to give statistics on 
the neighborhoods of concern.
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Figure 3 Oil storage (left) and oil pollution remediation (right) on the Newtown Creek 



city’s only waterfront adult bookstore.  Most of the dumping has stopped, too, and while 
the sewage treatment plant, built in 1967, is primitive, it has been a vast improvement 
over nothing. (15: B1)

Despite the massive economic changes, some active firms still remain, as does the regulatory 

framework that supports industry.  It is a federally navigable waterway under the jurisdiction of 

the Coast Guard and the channel must be maintained for shipping purposes; aside from the 

rezoned portions, the entire waterfront is zoned M3 for heavy manufacturing and industrial uses 

(16-17).  Thus, for the past century and continuing on to today, the Newtown Creek has been 

treated first as a piece of industrial infrastructure and much less a part of the natural landscape.  

IV. Challenges for sustainable development

The first sustainable development challenge for the Newtown lies in balancing water-

dependent industrial uses that serve citywide populations with the need for local public space and 

economic development.  Generally, there are several environmental justice issues related directly 

to working waterways, with marine waste transfer station siting being one key issue in New York 

City.  Recently, environmental justice advocates have pointed out that Manhattan does not have a 

functioning waste transfer station while all of the other boroughs have them.  A joint editorial 

published in an online newspaper by three civil society groups describes the problem, 

Our coalition [Organization of Waterfront Neighborhoods] includes representatives of the 
three New York City neighborhoods that bear the brunt of the city’s current waste 
management system: Greenpoint-Williamsburg, the South Bronx and Southeast Queens. 
The current system, cobbled together after the Fresh Kills Landfill was closed, sends over 
two-thirds of the city’s garbage to these three neighborhoods and much of this garbage 
comes from Manhattan. This system is almost entirely reliant on truck transport and it 
transfers waste at facilities that are often substandard — lacking sufficient odor, noise 
and dust control, and lacking space for trucks to queue on site (much less indoors), 
causing them to idle on city streets. This over-reliance on trucks increases congestion 
from truck traffic and air pollution throughout all areas of the city. Truck traffic levels are 
extremely high in those neighborhoods that are home to the majority of waste transfer 
stations. In these neighborhoods, the substandard transfer stations and the hundreds of 
incoming and outgoing trucks per day create constant noise and odor, low air quality and 
high asthma rates, damaged infrastructure and an overall environment that diminishes 
quality of life and impedes community development (18).

This challenge is inherently an issue of environmental justice, as the low income and minority 

neighborhoods abutting the Creek have born the brunt of industrial uses and NIMBYs that serve 

the needs of the entire city.
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Environmental justice is defined by the New York State Department of Environmental 

Conservation (DEC) as “the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless 

of race, color or income with respect to the development, implementation, and enforcement of 

environmental laws, regulations, and policies” (19: 3).  Bullard and others have demonstrated 

over the past 15 years the nationwide trend of environmental injustice in terms of the inequitable 

distribution of noxious facilities (20).  The term has also grown to include the consideration of 

inequitable distribution of environmental amenities, such as public open space.  Finally, 

Schlosberg notes that there are three elements underlying environmental justice: equity, 

recognition, and participation.  He states, “inequitable distribution, a lack of recognition, and 

limited participation all work to produce injustice, and claims for justice can—some would say 

must—be integrated into a comprehensive political project” (21: 87).  Thus, even apart from the 

potential environmental and health impacts of living in proximity to noxious or polluting 

facilities, there are inherent, rights-based reasons to promote improvement of the conditions on 

the Newtown.  

A second, related challenge for the Newtown comes from the changing nature of the 

city’s economy.  Simply allowing the waterfront and waterway to languish in the form that 

supported early 20th century uses does not aid the city of New York in remaining globally 

competitive.  As the Newtown becomes less used, with vacant properties on its shore, the 

shipping channel silting-up, and little action from responsible public agencies and private firms, 

a legacy of pollution and irrelevant infrastructure is being left for future generations.  There is a 

need to incubate industries that can thrive locally and that will use the resources of a skilled 

workforce and financing for private sector projects that exist in New York City.  An industrial 

ecology approach, new takes on recycling, green building, and cradle to cradle design are just a 

few of the techniques that should be considered for the Newtown.  Finally, mixed use 

development that brings commerce, retail, and residents into the proximity of the waterfront, 

where appropriate, safe, and inviting, is a proven technique for adaptive reuse.

There are a myriad of other issues affecting the fate of the Newtown Creek that are not 

addressed in this document, such as: the potential creation of the Cross Harbor Tunnel, the 

ongoing impacts of the East River Rezoning (see map in Appendix 1D), and the Sewage 

Treatment Plant Upgrade.  While all of these important issues will have an effect on the creek, 

the purpose of this document is to step back from site-specific changes and develop an 
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overarching sustainable development plan for the area, focusing specifically on remediation, 

green industry, and an accessible, working waterfront.  

V. Goals for sustainable development

The Newtown has the potential to be incorporated in a more central way into the lives of 

New York City citizens.  The following four goals build from a notion of sustainability that 

includes the three prongs of social, environmental, and economic development, with a deliberate 

focus on how development affects the lives of local residents:

1. Land and water cleanup/restoration

Water quality needs to be improved, due to the problems of CSOs and pollution from 

historic and active firms (22). It is an area where targeted short term action at particular 

sites and systems as well as low cost innovations can have a major impact. 

2. Provision of public waterfront and on-water access

For the most part, public access to the waterway is very limited.  With the rapid build-out 

of sites available for development in the city, the water represents one of the last 

remaining open space and potential recreation areas (23). This goal can be pursued in the 

short term through creating point-access at street ends.  A long term, coordinated strategy 

is needed to promote a more continuous greenway and/or to connect to existing greenway 

development efforts.

3. Innovative redevelopment of vacant and underused parcels.  

Another goal is the clean up and redevelopment of existing vacant, brownfield, and 

Superfund sites.  In some cases, continued industrial use should be instituted and in other 

cases, conversion to commercial or residential use will be appropriate. Redevelopment 

presents an opportunity for innovation through green building and/or green industry. 

This is a long term goal for the whole area that can be phased in, depending on the 

availability of sites and resources.

4. Revitalization without causing displacement

Doing all of this revitalization without displacing existing residents is a core concern for 

which immediate provisions must be made.  Waterfront redevelopment and reinvestment 

must be done hand in hand with affordable housing provision, tax assistance, and other 
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safety net efforts to ensure that these attempts to rectify past environmental injustices are 

not simply shifting the geographic location of the problem.

VI. Stakeholder Assessment 

The political and economic interests on the Newtown Creek can be considered in terms of 

civil society, the public sector, and the private sector.  (For a chronology of recent activity on the 

creek, see Appendix 3).  

 Civil Society 

The population of Greenpoint-Williamsburg has a history of environmental justice 

organizing that is oriented towards opposition to environmental dis-amenities—as opposed to 

advocacy for proactive change (24).  Those dis-amentities include a whole roster of NIMBYs, 

most prominently a large incinerator that was protested heavily throughout the early 1990s (25). 

Some of the most significant first steps taken by civil society specifically on the Newtown Creek 

have similarly been oppositional and litigious in nature.  These efforts have been led by the 

regional environmental nonprofit, Riverkeeper, which was founded in the 1970s by Robert 

Kennedy but only in the last five years has developed an interest in the Newtown Creek.  They 

utilize watchdog boat patrols, notices of intent to sue, and media events to raise awareness and 

promote behavior change amongst polluting firms on the creek (26).  Local civil society 

representatives with scant resource are partnering with the legal experts of Riverkeeper to gain 

leverage over local to multinational polluting firms on the creek.  Since Riverkeeper brought its 

initial lawsuit against Exxon-Mobile, the private law firm of Giardi and Keese has also brought 

its own suit, as has the New York State Attorney General Andrew Cuomo.  These legal actions 

may serve not only to force firms to change behavior, but also to generate press and public 

awareness about the Newtown that could potentially be engaged in other efforts (27).

The Newtown Creek Alliance (NCA) is an informal alliance founded in 2002 by 

Riverkeeper, local community groups, and the New York City Council Waterfronts Committee. 

It serves as a forum for cooperative action on the Creek (see Appendix 4 for an organizational 

diagram of the NCA).  Right now the group is fledging, with only about 15 members, no bylaws, 

board, or 501c3 status. It includes long-time neighborhood activists, such as members of the 

Newtown Creek Monitoring Committee and Greenpoint Williamsburg Association for Parks and 

Planning.  It also involves members of newer stewardship-based groups like the Long Island City 

9



boathouse and the East River Apprenticeshop.  The involvement of Paul Parkhill of the 

Greenpoint Manufacturing and Design Center gives the group an interest in industrial 

development (28-30).   The NCA is committed to improving water quality, providing waterfront 

access, developing on-water programming, and industrial retention; it therefore has a number of 

goals that coincide with those outlined above (31).  Future efforts at revitalization should 

simultaneously work to support the efforts of this group and increase its capacity for action. 

There may be other, smaller and less visible groups that are not yet engaged with the NCA who 

should be sought out, identified, and invited into cooperative action.  The individuals in the 

group can also serve as access points to broader neighborhood networks as this committee seeks 

to implement participatory planning.  

Public Sector

There were a number of government-initiated efforts to clean up portions of the Newtown 

Creek that predated Riverkeeper’s involvement and the existence of the NCA.  In the early 

1990s, New York State declared that Newtown Creek was not meeting water quality standards 

for dissolved oxygen and fecal coliform levels under the Clean Water Act (32).  The state DEC 

also came to a consent decree agreement with Exxon Mobile to clean up its 17 million gallon 

underground, historic oil spill, though the slow response on the part of the firm is what later led 

Riverkeeper to initiate advocacy against the firm (33).  Similarly, in 1999, cleanup of another 

massively contaminated site—the former Phelps Dodge copper smelting plant—began.  Also 

starting in 1997, the city made plans to spend billions of dollars in the technical upgrade of the 

Newtown Creek sewage treatment plant, with some small open space concessions on the 

waterfront—a process that was encouraged and monitored over time by the citizen group, 

Newtown Creek Monitoring Committee. However, each public agency was working in isolation 

on distinct sites and issues and no single group was considering the entire creek as a body, a 

trend that the NCA is trying to change (34).  

Since 2002, the NYC City Council Waterfronts Committee has shown leadership on the 

issue of the Newtown Creek, particularly through the activities of chairman David Yassky 

(Brooklyn) and member Eric Gioia (Queens).  These two councilmembers have worked with 

civil society partners and the New York District Attorney to draw attention to pollution problems 

on the creek.  They have raised public awareness as well as become involved in cases against 

polluting firms on the Creek.  They are co-founders of the NCA and Yassky has taken the lead 
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on a number of policies and actions related to waterfront revitalization.  The council committee 

and its staff should continue to be engaged in planning, though they are constrained by being an 

issue-specific committee rather than a standing committee, with relatively less influence at the 

council level (35).  The two-year turnover in council member terms is also something to consider 

in the long-term strategy of planning and coalition building.

This water body has not attracted the degree of attention from state or federal level 

politicians in the way that other New York City waterways—such as the Bronx River—have. 

The most significant federal involvement came from Senator Charles Schumer, Representative 

Anthony Weiner, and Representative Nydia Velasquez, who gave funding to study the 

environmental effects of the Greenpoint oil spill (36).  In terms of ongoing public agency 

involvement: the state DEC and the city DEP have regulatory authority over monitoring 

pollution compliance; the Dockmasters are responsible for maintaining bulkheads; and the 

shipping channel is under the jurisdiction of the Coast Guard.  EPA also has authority over water 

quality standards and remediation of the several Superfund sites on the creek.  Finally, the 

National Parks Service Rivers and Trails program has shown some preliminary interest in 

assisting the NCA with urban trail development (37-38).  The Creek is currently governed by a 

number of different regulations and policies, including the Department of City Planning (DCP)’s 

“New Waterfront Revitalization Program” and the DEP’s Long-Term Control Plans for 

stormwater management (39-40).  All of these agencies will need to be engaged as planning 

proceeds; and the innate institutional barriers to cooperation, overall declining resources for 

environmental protection, and the frequent lack of entrepreneurial public leadership should be 

addressed. The current NCA coordinator of the noted a recent shift in public agency involvement 

through the DEP and the DEC; they expect even greater engagement under the leadership of 

Governor Elliot Spitzer, a Democrat.  The involvement of the Attorney General in the legal 

strategy is also a noted turning point.  The NCA, Riverkeeper, and their partners continue to 

advocate for further federal, state, and local support through improved enforcement; funding for 

restoration and maintenance of the Creek; and research and implementation of innovative 

projects (41).

Private Sector

The private sector surrounding the creek consists of a varied set of local to multinational 

firms focusing on everything from car shredding, to bulk oil storage, to gravel and concrete 
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processing.  For the most part these firms are concerned with minimizing further increases in 

operation costs and complying with environmental regulations.  Some firms have expressed 

interest in greater provision of public space on the waterfront, particularly for their workers to 

enjoy lunch-time breaks (42-43).  Other firms, such as Exxon Mobile, could be cast as a 

community adversary, due to their historic 17 million gallon underground oil spill that they have 

been extremely slow to remediate.  The specific interests of each firm will need to be assessed on 

an individual basis and generalizations across industries and firms should be avoided.  Besides 

industrial firms, there are a few real estate developers that have expressed interest in the NCA 

due to the new developments along the East River and at the mouth of the Creek in both 

Brooklyn and Queens.  Although the Newtown Creek itself will never be a residentially-lined 

waterway, it is seen as an important local environmental amenity for new neighborhood residents 

(44).  Alliances with these new stakeholders will need to be carefully negotiated in developing a 

green working waterfront.  

VII. Other Waterfront Revitalization Models

The Bronx River provides a local example of successful industrial waterway restoration. 

A collaboration of over 60 civil society and public sector groups was assembled starting in 1996, 

as catalyzed by the NYC Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) and the NPS Rivers and 

Trails program.  The group has garnered over $100 million in federal, state, local, and private 

resources to create hundreds of acres of new parkland on the Bronx River Greenway.  Further, it 

has formalized as the public-private partnership, the Bronx River Alliance (45-46).  This clearly 

demonstrates the importance of coalition building, the development of political alliances, and the 

balance of long term planning with on-the-ground, short term results.  

The successful restoration of working waterfronts, such as New Bedford, MA, illustrates 

that economic development can be pursued through investment in industrial heritage, 

infrastructure, and ecological restoration.  New Bedford has been the beneficiary of the National 

Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)’s and EPA’s Portfields program.  This 

infusion of resources has allowed for the dredging of the waterway, brownfields redevelopment, 

public access development, pier and bulkhead enhancements, and habitat restoration.  These 

efforts have been steered by a regional Portfields Development Committee (47). The New 

Bedford waterfront is a designated port area that has requirements on water-dependent public 
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uses, but the city has managed to creatively revitalize the port to support mixed use, with 

waterfront developments ranging from a new greenhouse facility to a health club currently taking 

place (48).

Green development has been pursued vigorously in Germany, the Netherlands, Sweden, 

Japan, and increasingly even in China.  There are numerous models from the parcel or building 

specific scale, to the neighborhood scale, to the city or even regional scale.  Many of the 

scientific principles have been demonstrated -- such as “cradle to cradle” designing, as are the 

building techniques and standards (see, for example, 49-50).  The challenge comes in trying to 

import models from abroad that operate with very different levels and types of intergovernmental 

support, or in scaling up local models from beyond the site specific scale to that of an entire 

water body.  New institutional frameworks will need to be created and cooperation with the 

private sector will need to be used to adapt to the context of New York City.  For example, the 

successful Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) program that has been 

applied to both individual buildings and new suburban developments should be considered as a 

model and a tool that can be adapted to urban restoration and redevelopment efforts.  The 

concept of a green working waterfront is a true innovation that brings together the best practices 

from these cases, using cross-sector alliance-building, economic development, and green 

industry to create a one-of-a-kind reuse for a historic New York City waterway.

VIII. Process and Policies for Sustainable Development

The successful restoration of Newtown Creek must involve representatives from all of the 

stakeholder groups previously outlined.  The existing civil society-public sector collaboration, 

the NCA, provides a starting point for building broader involvement, but it is in need of a 

strategic public agency partner.  The City of New York – through its new Mayor’s Office of 

Sustainability as well as through its long-time agencies such as the DCP and the DPR should be 

that partner, taking a lead in organizing, increasing the capacity, attracting resources, and 

formalizing the NCA, all while ensuring that citizen participation remains high.  The goal should 

be the creation of a robust, new, boundary spanning institution that can truly focus on planning 

and remediation creek wide and can be a forum for citizens, natural resource management 

agencies, and economic development agencies.  One potential venue for seeding and developing 

this cooperation is through the Mayor’s Office of Sustainability’s support for an interagency Best 
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Management Practices council focused on water quality, with focus on piloting BMP innovations 

(51).  If this concept could be applied to the Newtown Creek some exciting pilot innovations 

could be instituted and monitored over time – but it should be noted that there are other issues of 

key importance on the Newtown Creek beyond water quality.  The Bronx River case provides a 

number of organizational strategies and tactics that can be adapted to the Newtown to ensure 

successful grassroots participation and ownership.   Negotiating with the private sector will need 

to be taken on more of a case-by-case basis, once citizen priorities are clear.  Some polluting 

firms may be brought under compliance through negotiation, increased enforcement, or threat of 

litigation, while some may be more interested in proactive planning and may wish to join the 

NCA.  

As the institution grows, it would benefit from the creation of working teams in order to 

pursue the various goals outlined above, to ensure that expert and local knowledge are both 

respected, and to allow smaller groups to focus on their areas of interest.  In terms of policy 

change, a special “green development zone” should be created on the Newtown Creek by the 

DCP.  A thorough community and expert planning process will need to further shape and define 

that zone, but some potential areas of work for the NCA-DCP working group that are consistent 

with the outlined goals are identified here.  

• Goal 1: aim to collectively set water quality targets and timelines; work on voluntary 

compliance agreements with existing firms; use low cost urban design solutions to 

address the CSO problem, such as creation of swales or tree planting

• Goal 2: use participatory design principles to identify priority areas for street-end point 

access; negotiate linkages for public walkways on all new developments; work with 

existing landowners to assess potential for open space development on their sites; connect 

to existing greenway efforts (such as the Brooklyn Waterfront Greenway)

• Goal 3: focus on developing vacant and underutilized sites through the use of New York 

State brownfields programs; and use other incentives to try and attract new development. 

A market study as well as research into green industrial innovations will help to further 

define the sorts of uses the group ought to attract.

• Goal 4: a number of different measures exist for offsetting gentrification impacts. 

Revisions to the state and local tax code could be sought for “waterfront revitalization 
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areas” to offset gentrification impacts; inclusionary zoning could be implemented; and a 

fund for small business assistance could be created.  Any of these strategies will require 

significant political will to be developed and financial resources to be garnered.

IX. Indicators of sustainable development and mechanism for adaptive management

For Goal 1 (set water quality goals), it will be necessary to monitor the number and 

degree of CSOs per year at each of the sewer outfall sites on the Creek.  Water quality and soil 

quality should be monitored at least annually using an index of scientifically sound measures. 

Enough sites should be used to get a sense of the entire creek ecosystem.  Monitoring should be 

carried out by existing agencies with responsibility for this area (DEP, DEC), but information 

should be made available to the public in an accessible form (i.e. websites, public meetings). 

For Goal 2 (public use and access), indicators include the number of acres of public open 

space along the water and the number of miles of greenways/bike paths within some distance 

from the waterfront, both of which should be monitored by the DCP and displayed visually 

through GIS mapping.  Also, the number of on-water recreation people-trips/year and the 

number of participants in educational ecology programs/year should be collected by all public 

and civil society groups running these programs.  The NCA could be a body that gathers and 

reports on these stewardship statistics and sets targets for improvement.

For Goal 3 (development of vacant and underutilized sites), the ratio of vacant, 

brownfield, and superfund sites to “productive” sites by different categories of uses (residential, 

commercial, industrial, green industrial), by square footage should be mapped and monitored by 

the DCP.  It will also be important to measure the number of jobs (monitored by the New York 

State Department of Labor) and the number of LEED certified buildings (monitored by EPA 

Region 2) within some distance from the creek.  

For Goal 4 (offset gentrification), it is necessary to monitor the ratio of affordable to 

market rate housing and the amount of displacement due to gentrification.  This monitoring 

would best be overseen by the DCP in cooperation with neighborhood based community 

development corporations (CDCs) that are familiar with the specific real estate climate and 

turnover in their areas.  Mechanisms for information sharing among CDCs and between CDCs 

and the DCP should be developed. To best monitor changes in human capital (improvement of 

education, health) and well-being, long-term, longitudinal, quantitative and qualitative studies of 
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the populations surrounding the waterways would be necessary.  This will require a partnership 

with an academic or other research institution, such as the US Forest Service NYC Urban Field 

Station, to establish long-term monitoring and data collection.

Although responsibility for measuring and reporting on various indicators will fall upon 

different agencies and groups, it is recommended that the New York City Council Waterfronts 

Committee and the Mayor’s Office of Sustainable Development compile and analyze all of the 

statistics on an annual and 5-year basis to track the overall progress towards sustainable 

development and adjust short term goals.  This provides a platform of shared information that 

can be used in support of adaptive management.  The costs of various projects can be compared 

with the impacts that are being achieved.  It is also expected that as new stakeholders become 

involved in the project, new indicators will be deemed necessary for monitoring.  Finally, efforts 

should be made to translate statistics into “hot” indicators that have broad resonance with the 

public (see, for example 52-53).  This document serves as a framework for building a 

collaborative vision of creative reuse for the Newtown Creek.  The specific programs and 

policies will be driven by the engaged stakeholders.  By identifying areas of work as well as 

potential indicators and a process for collaboration, city leaders can begin to catalyze and initiate 

change.
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Appendix 1: Maps

1A. Newtown Creek Neighborhood Aerial Photo

map made by author using Open Accessible Space Information System (www.oasisnyc.net) 
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1B. Newtown Creek Land Use Map

map made by author using Open Accessible Space Information System (www.oasisnyc.net) 
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1C. Newtown Creek Infrared Image 

map made by author using Open Accessible Space Information System (www.oasisnyc.net) 
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1D. East River Rezoning Map from New York City Planning Commission 

http://www.nyc.gov/html/dcp/pdf/zone/map13a.pdf
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Appendix 2: Neighborhood background

Greenpoint-Williamsburg has a substantial working class and immigrant population, with 

rapid gentrification particularly in Williamsburg changing the composition of the area.  Brooklyn 

community district one has 46.7% of its population on some sort of income assistance (54). 

Thirty-four percent of adults live in poverty and 40% did not graduate high school.  Average 

household size in the area is 2.86 (55).  As another indicator of wealth, just 13.6% of units are 

owner-occupied.  The district is 48% white, 5.5% black, and 37.7% Hispanic, though it should 

be noted that a significant portion of the white residents in Greenpoint include Polish Americans 

(56).  Indeed, 34% of the population of Greenpoint is foreign born, with the top three countries 

of origin being Poland, the Dominican Republic, and Mexico (57).  Greenpoint has been slower 

to gentrify than Williamsburg, perhaps because of the entrenched ethnic communities or because 

it has worse subway access to Manhattan.  

Queens Community District 2, which includes Sunnyside, Woodside, and Hunters Point, 

is 30.8% white, 2% black, 26.7% Asian, and 36.4% Hispanic.  It has 25.4% of its residents on 

some form of public assistance.  Average household size is 2.63 people and units are 23.5% 

owner-occupied (58).  The area of Long Island City, Astoria, and Sunnyside3 is 51% foreign 

born, with the top three countries of origin being Greece, Bangladesh, and Ecuador. Twenty 

percent of the population there lives in poverty and 29% did not graduate from high school (59).

Currently, the Brooklyn waterfront is the exemplar of rapid, market-led economic change 

following decades of environmental devastation.  The 2005 Greenpoint-Williamsburg rezoning 

will literally change the shape of the East River waterfront and the mouth of the Newtown from 

an underutilized, industrial edge to a series of luxury high rise developments with some hard-

won linkages of developer-provided affordable housing.  It is important to note that the rezoning 

only affects the very mouth of the creek to the Pulaski Bridge, and the Creek continues roughly 

three miles inland.   On the Long Island City/Hunters Point side, sweeping rezoning has not 

taken place, but high profile luxury developments like Queens West (and New York City’s failed 

bid to host the Olympics in 2012 with the athlete’s village located in Long Island City) have 

posed similar challenges and opportunities to the community.  The inaccessibility of the Creek 

from the neighborhoods presents both an organizing challenge and helps to explain why it had 

3 The neighborhood divisions used by the Department of Health and Mental Hygiene and those used by the 
Department of City Planning do not coincide.  This is why slightly different areas must be used to give statistics on 
the neighborhoods of concern.
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not previously been a focus of community pressure for open space development, while the East 

River has been.
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Appendix 3: Chronology of action on Newtown Creek in the recent years:

1988 New York State (for EPA) sued New York City to clean up the creek

1990s DEC and Exxon Mobile make agreement (consent decree) to clean up largest 
urban oil spill in history (17 million gallons from refineries along creek)

1997 Newton Creek Monitoring Committee formed (citizens)

1998 City Planning Department makes plan to upgrade sewage plant, clean creek, and 
create possible greenways along the waterfront

Nov 1999 City to spend $2 billion to upgrade sewage treatment plant and create waterfront 
promenades by 2013

Photographers go on boat cruise of creek

Sept 1999- First cleanup of Phelps Dodge site
June 2000 

Dec 2002 DEC hearings on cleanup at Phelps Dodge site, Maspeth community boards wants 
$229 million cleanup standard

Feb 2002 DOT wants to close Grand Street swing bridge (would mean no more big ships, 
end of industrial era)

Mar 2002 Cost of sewage plant upgrades increases to $2.8 billion due to state and federal 
requirements

June 2002 Queens City Planning Department gets $75,000 from the state to improve public 
access on creek at street ends

July 2003 Brooklyn Waterfront Greenway Task Force bike tour

Oct 2003 Riverkeeper threatens lawsuit vs. Quality Concrete and 4 other businesses for 
violation of Clean Water Act

TransGas Power Plant finds Exxon site too contaminated and won’t locate there

Dec 2003 Alloco Recycling and Marjam Supply Co. come into federal compliance, still 
named in Riverkeeper suit that they are trying to avoid

Jan 2004 Riverkeeper initiates lawsuit against Exxon Mobile for being too slow on cleanup

April 2004 Councilmen David Yassky and Eric Gioa join Riverkeeper lawsuit, host boat tour, 
take water samples

23



May 2004 Proposed rail-truck transfer to connect to proposed cross-harbor tunnel on 160 
acres in Maspeth, EDC studying it through two-year, $20 million impact study, 
construction could begin 2008 to complete in 2025

Aug 2004 “Who Cares About Newtown Creek?” high school film with Riverkeeper

Oct 2004 Plan to build pipeline underground to transfer sewage from Newtown Creek to 
Wards Island, construction would begin 2010 or 2011

Nov 2004 City Council Waterfront Report

Jan 2005 District Attorney vs. Quality Concrete on 22 felony counts and 20 misdemeanor 
counts; Yassky considers running for District Attorney

Feb 2005 Workers building a park hit underground toxic sludge; 2012 has already identified 
this as potential site for Olympic village

March 2005 Yassky and Gioia want creek cleaned up regardless of 2012;
400th meeting of NCMC re: sewage plant cleanup

July 2005 London gets Olympic Bid for 2012
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Appendix 4: Newtown Creek Alliance Organizational Chart
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You are here: EPA Home Office of Water Wetlands, Oceans, and Watersheds Oceans, 
Coasts, and Estuaries Partnerships National Estuary Program  

Estuaries are places where rivers meet 
the sea. Estuaries are critical to the 
health of coastal environments and to 
our enjoyment of them. 

EPA's National Estuary Program was 
established by Congress in 1987 to 

improve the quality of estuaries of national importance. The 
Clean Water Act Section 320 directs EPA to develop plans for 
attaining or maintaining water quality in an estuary. This 
includes protection of public water supplies and the protection 
and propagation of a balanced, indigenous population of 
shellfish, fish, and wildlife, and allows recreational activities, 
in and on water, requires that control of point and nonpoint 
sources of pollution to supplement existing controls of 
pollution. In several cases, more than one State is 
participating in a National Estuary Program. Each program 
establishes a Comprehensive Conservation and Management 
Plan to meet the goals of Section 320. 

EPA's National Estuary Program is proud of its progress and 
has had many successes. The NEPs have succeeded because:  

they focus on the watershed,  
use science to inform decision-making,  
emphasize collaborative problem solving, and  
involve the public.  

The successes of the National Estuary Program are largely a 
result of the programs' ability to develop long term, 
sustainable finance strategies. 

  

  

 

Features 
National Estuary Program 

Evaluation Guidance - Final 
(PDF) (32 pp, 886K, About PDF) 

 
Smart Growth: Estuary 

Protection and Improvement  

 
Climate Ready Estuaries 

 
National Estuary Program 

Multimedia 

 
Announcing the availability of 
EPA’s 2008 National Coastal 

Condition Report III 
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You are here: EPA Home Water Wetlands, Oceans & Watersheds Oceans, Coasts, and 
Estuaries Partnerships National Estuary Program Estuaries in the NEP  

Estuaries in the National Estuary Program 

NEP Profiles - alphabetical listing of estuaries linking to EPA information on each.  
NEP Study Areas - an interactive map clickable by region to locate information on 
specific estuaries.  
NEP Watersheds - an interactive map clickable by watershed regions to locate 
information on specific estuaries.  
NEP Home Pages - an alphabetical listing of estuaries individual home pages.  
NEP Contacts - contact information for specific NEPs  

 

Coastal and Estuary Quick Finder 
NEP Profiles NEP Study Areas NEP Watersheds NEP Home Pages NEP Contacts 

National Estuary Program
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You are here: EPA Home Water Wetlands, Oceans & Watersheds Oceans, Coasts, and 
Estuaries Partnerships National Estuary Program NEP Home Pages  

NEP Home Pages 

This page provides links to non-EPA Web sites that provide additonal information about 
specific estuaries. You will leave the EPA.gov domain and enter another page with more 
information. EPA cannot attest to the accuracy of information on that non-EPA page. 
Providing links to a non-EPA Web site is not an endorsement of the other site or the 
information it contains by EPA or any of its employees. Also, be aware that the privacy 
protection provided on the EPA.gov domain (see Privacy and Security Notice) may not be 
available at the external link.  

 

Coastal and Estuary Quick Finder 
NEP Profiles NEP Study Areas NEP Watersheds NEP Home Pages NEP Contacts 

Albemarle-Pamlico National Estuary 
Program  
Barataria-Terrebonne National Estuary 
Program  
Barnegat Bay National Estuary 
Program  
Buzzards Bay National Estuary 
Program  
Casco Bay Estuary Partnership  
Charlotte Harbor National Estuary 
Program  
Coastal Bend Bays and Estuaries 
Program  
Lower Columbia River Estuary 
Partnership  
Partnership for the Delaware Estuary  
Delaware Center for the Inland Bays  
Galveston Bay Estuary Program  
Indian River Lagoon National Estuary 
Program  
Long Island Sound Study  
Maryland Coastal Bays Program  

Massachusetts Bays Program  
Mobile Bay National Estuary Program  
Morro Bay National Estuary Program  
Narragansett Bay Estuary Program  
New York-New Jersey Harbor Estuary 
Program  
Peconic Estuary Program  
Piscataqua Region Estuaries 
Partnership  
Puget Sound Partnership  
San Francisco Estuary Partnership  
San Juan Bay Estuary Partnership  
Santa Monica Bay Restoration 
Commission  
Sarasota Bay Estuary Program  
Tampa Bay Estuary Program  
Tillamook Estuaries Partnership  
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Last updated on Tuesday, April 14th, 2009.

http://www.epa.gov/owow/estuaries/nep_home.html

Page 1 of 1NEP Home Pages | National Estuary Program | US EPA

4/21/2009http://www.epa.gov/owow/estuaries/nep_home.html

Page 3 of 35



 
Search HEP: Site Index | Site Search

 

  
 
 
 
 
About the 
Program: 
Home 
 
Contact Us 
 
Action Plan 
 
Management 
Plan 
 
Program 
Committees & 
Work Groups  
 
    Scheduled 

 
About the Program  
 
The Harbor Estuary Program (HEP) is a National Estuary Program authorized in 1987 
by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. The program is a multi-year effort to 
develop and implement a plan to protect, conserve, and restore the estuary. 
Participants in the program include representatives from local, state, and federal 
environmental agencies, scientists, citizens, business interests, environmentalists, and 
others.  

The primary planning document produced by the program is the Comprehensive 
Conservation and Management Plan (CCMP), completed in March of 1996 and 
signed by the governors of New York and New Jersey the fall of 1997. 
 
Today, HEP is using its Action Plan (Click Here), completed in 2008, to guide its 
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efforts and further refine its focus areas. 
 
The New York-New Jersey Harbor Estuary was designated an "Estuary of National 
Significance" in 1988 by the US Environmental Protection Agency, in response to a 
request by the two state Governors. The HEP was convened as a partnership of 
federal, state, and local governments; scientists; civic and environmental advocates; the 
fishing community; business and labor leaders; and educators (called the Management 
Conference). The mission of the Conference was to develop a plan to protect and 
restore the Estuary. In 1987, Congress also required the preparation of a restoration 
plan for the New York Bight, the ocean area extending approximately 100 miles beyond 
Harbor waters. Because the Harbor and Bight are inextricably linked within the larger 
ecosystem, the two plans were joined. 
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About the Estuary  
 
The New York-New Jersey Harbor Estuary includes the waters of New York Harbor and 
the tidally influenced portions of all rivers and streams that empty into the Harbor. Here 
are some maps to help you better visaulize our watershed:  
 
 

 
The Bight is the ocean area extending 
approximately 100 miles offshore from the 
Sandy Hook-Rockaway Point Transect to 
the Continental Slope. Almost 240 miles of 
sandy shoreline, extending from Cape May, 
New Jersey, to Montauk Point, Long Island, 
form its landward border. There are several 
back bays that are located behind the 
barrier beaches outside the core area of 
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New York-New Jersey Harbor Estuary Program: About the Estuary 

the Harbor. Some of the larger back bays 
adjacent to the Bight are the Great South Bay, Shinnecock Bay, and Moriches Bay in New York, and Barnegat 
Bay, Great Bay, Great Egg Harbor, and Little Egg Harbor in New Jersey. 

The shaded area in the map to the 
right Is considered the "core area" 
because it is generally the most 
degraded. - It extends from the 
tidal waters of the Hudson-Raritan 
Estuary from Piermont Marsh in 
New York State to an imaginary line 
(the Sandy Hook-Rockaway Point 
Transect) connecting Sandy Hook, 
New Jersey, and Rockaway Point, 
New York, at the mouth of the 
Harbor. This core area Includes the 
bi-state waters of the Hudson 
River, Upper and Lower Bays, 
Arthur Kill, Kill van Kull, and 
Raritan Bay. In New York, the area 
includes the East and Harlem 
Rivers and Jamaica Bay, and in 
New Jersey it Includes the 
Hackensack, Passaic, Raritan, 
Shrewsbury, Navesink, and 
Rahway Rivers, and Newark and 
Sandy Hook Bays. 
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Although the focus of the HEP management plan is on the 
Harbor and Bight, the drainage basin or watershed of the 
Estuary encompasses about 16,300 square miles, including 
much of eastern New York, northern New Jersey, and small 
parts of western Connecticut, Massachusetts, and 
Vermont. The quality of the Estuary’s waters is affected not 
only by activities occurring directly in the Harbor and Bight 
but also by industrial, agricultural, land use, and other 
individual practices throughout this larger watershed. As 
rainwater moves over the land in the watershed, it carries 
with it many potential pollutants that eventually end up in 
the Estuary – oil dumped down storm drains, pesticides 
from farms, lawn fertilizers, oil and gasoline from highway 
runoff, sewage from failed septic tanks, and sediment from 
construction projects. 
 
 
 
 

New York/New Jersey Harbor Estuary Program • 290 Broadway, 24th Floor • New York, NY 10007-1866 
Phone: 212-637-3816 • Fax: 212-637-3889 • E-mail: info@harborestuary.org 
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Useful Resources: 
Publications - Program Planning Documents 
 
The primary planning document produced by the program is the Comprehensive 
Conservation and Management Plan (CCMP) (Click Here), completed in March of 
1996 and signed by the governors of New York and New Jersey the fall of 1997. The 
CCMP outlined a strategy to achieve HEP’s goals. 
 
An Action Plan for the New York-New Jersey Harbor Estuary Program (Click Here) 
was completed in 2008. HEP is using this Action Plan, to guide its efforts and further 
refine its focus areas.  
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About the Program: 
Action Plan  
 
The Action Plan, revised in June 2008, is an updated revision of HEP’s 2003 Targets 
and Goals document. It is organized around five major themes or goals: Clean Up 
Pollution in the Estuary; Habitat and Ecological Health; Improve Public Access; Support 
an Economically and Ecologically Viable Estuary and Port; and Public Education and 
Community Involvement. 

This is a working document that will be updated periodically to reflect new information, 
evolving priorities, and progress on recommended priorities. It is meant to be an 
organizing instrument used to assist with the implementation of the major actions in 
HEP’s Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan (Click Here) 
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Action Plan for the New York-New Jersey Harbor Estuary Program | PDF 

Page 2 of 3New York-New Jersey Harbor Estuary Program: About HEP - Action Plan

4/21/2009http://www.harborestuary.org/actionplan.htm

Page 11 of 35



Action Plan 
For the 

New York-New Jersey Harbor Estuary Program 
(Draft June 17, 2008) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Harbor Estuary Program Mission Statement 

Designated as an Estuary of National Significance by the Clean Water Act in 
1987, the New York-New Jersey Harbor Estuary is a complex ecological system in 
the midst of a major urban center and port.   

The New York-New Jersey Harbor Estuary Program provides a forum to develop 
and implement actions that improve the health of the Estuary by convening a 
partnership of interested stakeholders, utilizing sound science to analyze the 
issues, and working to carry out recommendations that are environmentally and 
economically responsible. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This Action Plan highlights the important environmental issues facing the New York-
New Jersey Harbor Estuary that the participants in the New York-New Jersey Harbor 
Estuary Program (HEP) are striving to address.  It is organized around five major themes 
or goals:  Clean Up Pollution in the Estuary; Habitat and Ecological Health; Improve 
Public Access; Support an Economically and Ecologically Viable Estuary and Port; and 
Public Education and Community Involvement. 

 
Each of the five themes within this Action Plan describes the challenge, accomplishments 
to date, and priority actions recommended by HEP.  Both Science and Stewardship are 
important to restoring the harbor as noted in many of the priority actions. 
 
HEP believes that a continued dialogue with all interested parties is important to the 
development of scientifically sound recommendations and actions.  HEP will continue to 
undertake technical discussions and review all scientific analyses within the forum of the 
various work groups.  Regulatory actions taken outside of HEP by individual agencies 
clearly benefit from the broad participation facilitated by HEP. 

 
This document will be updated periodically to reflect new information, evolving 
priorities, and progress on recommended priorities.  It is meant to be an organizing 
instrument used to assist with the implementation of the major actions in HEP’s 
Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan. 
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Goal 1 – Clean up Pollution in the Estuary:  All of the Harbor waters will meet the 
Fishable/Swimmable goal of the Clean Water Act. 

 
There are four sub-goals that make up Goal 1: Pathogens, Nutrients, Toxics, and 
Floatables.   Each is presented separately below.  

 
Goal 1A Pathogens: Increase the area for shellfish harvesting and eliminate bathing 
beach closures while maintaining protection of human health. 

 
 
Challenge: 
The Final Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan (CCMP) prepared by the 
New York-New Jersey Harbor Estuary Program has identified two human use 
impairments due to pathogen contamination -- beach closures and shellfish bed closures.  
Pathogens are disease-causing microscopic bacteria, protozoans, and viruses.  They are 
present in untreated or inadequately treated human sewage and domestic and wild animal 
wastes.  Primary sources of pathogens include Combined Sewer Overflows (CSOs), 
sewage treatment plant malfunctions, illegal connections to storm sewers, inadequately 
maintained infrastructure, vessel sewage discharges, urban runoff and other non-point 
sources of pollution.  Bacterial indicators are currently used to evaluate the potential for 
pathogen contamination.   
 
Bacterial water quality for recreational bathing is generally acceptable on the New Jersey 
and New York coasts on the Atlantic Ocean (New Jersey coastline south of Sandy Hook 
and the south shore of Long Island).  Occasionally, however, certain beaches are closed 
because of elevated coliform concentrations.  These elevated levels usually result from 
wet weather events as a result of storm water discharges and CSOs, and less frequently, 
from malfunctions in wastewater collection and treatment systems.   
 
Accomplishments to Date: 
The effective control of pathogens needs to take the form of both large scale capital 
projects as well as smaller scale “best management practices” that can be undertaken by 
many stewards.  Numerous capital projects have been carried out by municipalities in NY 
and NJ that have resulted in improvements in pathogens in recent decades.  These 
projects include increased in-line storage within the sewage system or separate storage 
tanks such as those at Paerdegat Basin and Flushing Creek to hold excess volume until it 
can be treated.  NYCDEP has developed a comprehensive CSO abatement program to 
improve water uses throughout the City.  The program divides the City into eight CSO 
planning areas, which together cover the entire City’s waterbodies.   NYCDEP and the 
NJ CSO communities have fully implemented the Nine Minimum Control requirements 
of the National CSO Control Policy to reduce the impacts of rainfall-induced discharges, 
particularly from CSOs.  The HEP Pathogens Work Group has been working to assess 
water quality as it relates to pathogens and to review the data and modeling that will be 
used to determine the necessary load reductions.  The results of this work will ultimately 
be considered by the states as they develop TMDLs for the harbor.  Improved stormwater 
management will ultimately have positive impacts on CSO discharges in combined 
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systems.  HEP partners are increasingly looking to green infrastructure, such as green 
roofs and rain gardens, to assist in the reduction of CSO events. 
 
Priority Actions for Pathogens: 
 

1. Complete Pathogens Assessment for Harbor. 
 

• Science:  By 2009, complete the technical analysis for the attainment of 
water quality standards for pathogens, including establishment of any 
necessary reduction targets.  (Responsible entities: Analysis is being 
conducted and coordinated by the HEP Pathogens Work Group (PWG).     

 
2. Support for the Green Technology Initiative. 

• Stewardship:  By 2009, the PWG will identify means of supporting the 
use of green technology to minimize the amount of stormwater runoff 
throughout the NY/NJ Harbor.  This support may be through grants to 
groups to purchase rain barrels, develop Green Roofs and/or Blue Roofs, 
and carry out research and pilot studies to determine the effectiveness of 
Green Technology and Construction methods.  NYC currently has a 
Stormwater Best Management Practice (BMP) Task Force that is the lead 
for this effort within NYC.  Existing New Jersey regulatory and incentive 
programs do and will continue to encourage green stormwater 
technologies. (Responsible entities: PWG and NYCDEP.) 

3. Expand No Discharge Zone.  

• Stewardship:  By 2009, a no discharge zone for sanitary waste from 
recreational and commercial vessels for New Jersey side of the Hudson 
River will be completed and will compliment the already approved New 
York designation.  (Responsible entity: NJDEP.)   

• Science: NJDEP and NYSDEC will evaluate feasibility of establishing 
additional no discharge zones within the harbor core area.  (Responsible 
entities: NJDEP and NYSDEC.) 

4. Expand area permitted for shellfish restoration. 
 

• Science:  By 2010, evaluate potential water quality improvements 
expected by implementing pathogen load reductions and identify areas 
where the size of the shellfish closure could be reduced, as well as 
adequate enforcement of regulations that would allow for restoration of 
shellfish populations for ecological purposes and/or shellfishing while 
assuring public health protection from the consumption of tainted shellfish 
harvest.    (Responsible entities: NJDEP and NYSDEC.) 

 
5. Complete and Implement CSO Plans. 
 

• Stewardship:  Upon completion of pathogen load allocation effort, 
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complete all CSO Long Term Control Plans and set targets for 
implementation (Responsible entities: NYC and NJ CSO communities 
responsible for preparation of Plans; States responsible for overseeing 
and approving Plans.)   
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Goal 1B Toxics:  Eliminate toxicity or bioaccumulation impacts on living resources by 
reducing contaminant inputs and cleaning up contaminated sites, and manage risk to 
humans from seafood consumption. 
 
Challenge: 
Toxics contamination is perhaps the most serious and challenging problem facing the 
New York/New Jersey Harbor Estuary.  Organic and inorganic contaminants, including 
PCBs, dioxins, mercury and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), have poured into 
the estuary over time.  While much of the discharges have been curtailed over the years, 
there are still active inputs of contaminants through leaks and spills, industrial discharges, 
erosion of historically contaminated sediments, sewage treatment plants, combined sewer 
overflows, atmospheric deposition and tributary runoff.  Since most of the problematic 
contaminants are persistent and relatively insoluble in water, they have accumulated in 
sediments of the estuary, making them troublesome for years to come.   
 
Current public health, economic and ecosystem problems that result from contaminants 
include: Fish consumption advisories and bans:  Fish and crustaceans in the estuary 
accumulate hazardous amounts of contaminants prompting officials to issue health 
advisories for the consumption and commercial fishing bans.  Dredged material disposal: 
Bottom sediments in navigation channels are typically found to be too contaminated to be 
placed in the ocean and/or require substantial additional costs to dispose.   Costly 
alternative disposal practices must therefore be utilized, escalating port maintenance 
costs.  Ecosystem damage:   While the full range of contaminant effects to the estuarine 
ecosystem are currently unknown, some effects, like sediment toxicity and impaired 
benthic community structure, persist.   
 
Accomplishments to Date: 
 
The Assessment Phase of the Contamination Assessment and Reduction Project (CARP) 
was completed in September 2007.  The project undertook a massive field data collection 
and modeling effort to identify problematic areas and contaminant source categories, and 
to project the effects of various clean-up and management options.  As a next step, CARP 
plans to move into the Implementation Phase.  The Lower Passaic River Restoration 
Project, combining Superfund with the Corps of Engineers’ restoration planning, was 
initiated to develop cleanup strategies for the severe sediment contamination of the lower 
Passaic River.  EPA and NJDEP are currently evaluating early actions available to 
address and remediate contaminated sediments within the lower 8 miles of the Passaic 
River, while a broader study of 17 mile of the lower Passaic River moves forward.  
Toxics trackdown work has been undertaken by a number of groups including NYSDEC, 
NJDEP, and the New Jersey Harbor Dischargers Group.  There has been success in 
refining techniques and identifying a limited number of PCB sources.  A trackdown effort 
within the Linden Roselle system is ongoing.  The New York Academy of Sciences has 
undertaken an assessment of track-down techniques related to this work.  A number of 
sediment decontamination processes have been developed by a consortium of agencies 
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and institutions and will provide additional options for the management of contaminated 
sediments. 
 
Priority Actions for Toxics: 

 
6. Complete Toxics Assessment for the Harbor.  
 

• Science:  By 2009, complete the technical analysis for the attainment of 
standards for toxics, including establishment of any necessary reduction 
targets.   (Responsible entities: Effort is being coordinated by the HEP 
Toxics Work Group (TWG) and must ultimately be implemented by the 
States)1  

 
7. Investigate and Initiate Toxic Reduction Actions. 
 

• Science:  The newly formed toxics implementation work group will assess 
practical toxic load reduction methods to be considered when developing 
the load reduction implementation plan in 2009.  (Responsible entities: 
EPA and the states) 
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Goal 1C Nutrients:  Eliminate the adverse impacts of hypoxia and nutrient enrichment 
that result from human activities. 
 
Challenge: 
Excessive levels of nutrients, including carbon and nitrogen, have historically caused low 
dissolved oxygen conditions at locations throughout the New York-New Jersey Harbor.  
While water quality surveys have demonstrated that average annual conditions have 
improved significantly since implementation of the Clean Water Act (CWA) began in the 
1970’s, some areas of the harbor still do not meet the fishable/swimmable goals of the 
CWA.  A complete assessment of dissolved oxygen in the harbor and development of 
appropriate actions is a complex undertaking.   Conditions in many of the New Jersey 
waters of the Harbor are only now being more fully documented as a result of a new 
monitoring and reporting program.  Additional factors that need to be considered are the 
various layers of water quality standards, proposed revisions to some of these standards, 
field verification of the actual benefits of facility upgrades already underway, and the 
impact of nonpoint source reductions (i.e. stormwater) and other activities in the 
watershed.  The System Wide Eutrophication Model (SWEM) is the modeling tool that is 
being utilized by HEP to address dissolved oxygen conditions in the Harbor.  
 
Achievements to Date: 
The Nutrient Work Group (NWG) is currently working with a contractor to evaluate 
water quality conditions, assess loading reduction scenarios necessary to achieve those 
reductions, and develop management actions needed to achieve the fishable/ swimmable 
goals of the CWA.   Numerous capital projects have been carried out by municipalities in 
NY and NJ that have resulted in significant improvements in dissolved oxygen levels in 
recent decades.  Examples include upgrades at Owls Head POTW in NY and Passaic 
Valley Sewerage Commissioners (PVSC) in NJ.  Additional projects are planned or are 
being constructed in East River treatment plants, and at other locations, as a result of the 
Long Island Sound (LIS) Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL).  The New Jersey Harbor 
Dischargers Group (NJHDG) has initiated a water quality monitoring program in New 
Jersey waters that is in every way, complimentary to the long time NYCDEP Harbor 
Survey and the results of both efforts are to be combined and reported on an annual basis. 
 
Priority Actions for Nutrients: 
 

8. Establish baseline loadings. 
 

• Science:  In anticipation of future carbon and nitrogen load reductions, the 
Nutrient Work Group (NWG) will establish the baseline loadings for point 
and non-point sources by 2008 (completed) from which any future 
loadings reductions will be made.   (Responsible entities:  The NWG is 
coordinating this effort with funding from HEP for contractor assistance) 

 
9. Challenge grants for Best Management Practices (BMPs). 
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• Stewardship:  By 2012, establish challenge grants for municipalities to 
implement BMPs to reduce loadings of carbon and nitrogen.  Possibilities 
include revegetating stream buffers, programs to reduce application of 
fertilizers in areas that are prone to runoff, etc.  NYCDEP has established 
a Best Management Practices task force for Jamaica Bay and the NWG 
will likely benefit from their findings and recommendations.  (According 
to informal discussions with NYCDEP, funding on the order of $20 
million per year would be desirable, but no funding has been identified to 
date).  (Responsible entities: States) 

 
10. Data collection arrays. 
 

• Science:  By 2010, deploy additional data collection arrays to 
continuously monitor dissolved oxygen in critical areas of the harbor.   
Data from these arrays would supplement data collected for the harbor-
wide survey.  (Responsible entities: NJHDG and NYCDEP) 

 
11. Assess Dissolved Oxygen in New York Bight. 

• Science:  Dissolved oxygen modeling work being conducted for the 
harbor is indicating that there may be a dissolved oxygen issue in the 
Bight as well, though the data to support the modeling there is not as 
extensive as would be desired.  Therefore, EPA has embarked on a 
sampling effort that will take place in 2008 and 2009 that should provide 
sufficient new data to better calibrate the model for the Bight.  This will 
allow a better assessment of conditions.  HEP will also consider other 
technologies, such as gliders, for providing additional dissolved oxygen 
data.   (Responsible entities:  EPA is collecting the data and initial 
analysis is funded by HEP. Funds for any future recalibration of the 
model have yet to be identified.  NJDEP will take the lead on assessing the 
applicability of gliders based information to this effort). 

 
12. Complete Nutrients Assessment for the Harbor. 
 

• Science:  By 2009, complete the technical analysis for the attainment of 
water quality standards for nutrients, including establishment of any 
necessary reduction targets.   (Responsible entities: Effort is being 
coordinated by the HEP Nutrients Work Group (NWG) and must 
ultimately be implemented by the States)2  

 
13. Financing for Capital Projects. 
 

• Stewardship:  According to cost analysis reports produced by both the 
NJHDG and the NYCDEP, the potential cumulative costs for nitrogen and 
carbon reduction capital projects and operation and maintenance at 
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wastewater treatment facilities run into billions of dollars.    However, in 
order to implement even a portion of these major projects described in the 
two reports, a federal, state and/or local financing plan will need to be 
developed.  (Responsible entities: to be determined.) 
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Goal 1D:  All of the Harbor will be essentially free from floatable debris. 
 
Challenge: 
In the 1980s, floatables debris (buoyant waterborne waste material such as wood, cans, 
bottles, plastic; buoyant sanitary and medical waste) caused significant beach closures in 
the NY-NJ Harbor, while also adversely impacting recreational and commercial boating 
and coastal marine species. These hazards, although significantly reduced over the years, 
remain a major concern related to the current impact of floatables on the economy and 
environment in the Harbor.  Key sources of floatables in the NY-NJ Harbor include 
CSOs, storm water discharges, non-point sources (from solid waste handling systems, 
littering, etc.), decaying shoreline structures and vessel discharges. Resuspension of 
already deposited floatable materials during high tide is also a significant contributing 
factor.   

 
Accomplishments to Date: 
 
Due to the efforts of the interagency HEP Floatables Workgroup, a Floatables Action 
Plan was put in place in 1989, resulting in significant reduction in beach closures through 
identification and collection of floatable debris in the Harbor Complex.  This plan was 
updated and enhanced in 2008.  In 2004, 2005 and 2006 there were no closures at the 
NY-NJ Harbor beaches caused by floatables wash-ups, however, in 2007 there were two 
incidents of beach closures due to floatables of undetermined origin at New Jersey 
beaches.  
 
A number of stewardship groups, such as the American Littoral Society and the Passaic 
River Restoration Initiative, conduct ongoing debris clean up programs in tributaries, 
wetlands and other important areas of the harbor. 
 
New Jersey has adopted the most stringent CSO Solids/Floatables Control requirement 
for CSOs in the Nation.  All New Jersey CSO Permittees must capture and remove 
Solids/Floatables which can not pass through a bar screen having bar spacing of ½ inch.  
In the NY/NJ Harbor Estuary Complex 83% of New Jersey’s CSO have Long-Term CSO 
Solids/Floatable Control Measures constructed and operational. (Insert specifically what 
NYCDEP has done.)  In addition, a number of agencies in both New Jersey and New 
York have beach and/or shoreline clean-up programs in place.  
 
Control of floatables discharged by municipal sewer systems has been and remains a key 
challenge.  Both New Jersey and New York City are undertaking aggressive floatable 
control programs as part of their respective CSO abatement programs.  In addition, a 
number of agencies in both New Jersey and New York have beach and/or shoreline 
clean-up programs in place.  
 
New Jersey also implements a strong stormwater program, particularly for its Phase II 
MS4s. New Jersey designated the entire State for MS4 permit coverage, issuing four 
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MS4 permits: (1) densely populated and coastal communities, (2) rural communities, (3) 
public complexes, and (4) highway agencies.  
 
 
Priority Actions for Floatable Debris: 
 

14. Reduce Street Litter. 
 

• Stewardship:  Reduce the amount of New York City floatables originated 
from street litter (predominant source of CSO floatables in the City) by 
implementing street sweeping and other floatables control measures, as 
indicated by increasing percentage of streets rated Acceptably Clean from 
72% in 1994 to 92% or higher by 2009 (Responsible entities: NYCDEP). 

 
15. Floatables Action Plan. 
 

• Stewardship:  Continue the multi-agency Floatables Action Plan, 
coordinated by EPA and designed to identify and collect floatables slicks 
in the NY-NJ Harbor before they exit the Harbor and threaten beaches in 
Brooklyn, Staten Island, and Nassau County on the NY south shore of 
Long Island and the NJ bay and ocean beaches.  (Responsible  entities: 
USEPA, Corps, NYCDEP, and PVSC) 

 
16. Floatables Control at CSO Points and on Beaches.  
 

• Stewardship:  Continue and enhance floatables controls at CSO points 
and shoreline cleanup efforts, to prevent floatables from entering the 
Harbor (Responsible entities: NYCDEP, NJDEP)   
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Goal 2: Habitat and Ecological Health – Preserve, manage, and enhance the Estuary’s 
vital habitat, ecological function, and biodiversity so that the Harbor is a system of 
diverse natural communities. 
 
Challenge:  
 
As with all urban estuaries, the New York-New Jersey Harbor Estuary has lost much of 
its historical natural habitat.  The remaining plant communities and habitats are important 
for their own sake, but are also critically important for sustaining the hundreds of species 
that depend on them.  These valuable natural areas also provide much needed open space 
for humans.  There is intense pressure to develop many of the remaining unprotected 
habitat areas for commercial, residential, recreation, transportation, and other purposes.  
Financial resources for the acquisition and protection of these sites is far less than what is 
needed.  In many cases, the owners of the sites are also not willing sellers.  Degradation 
of habitat has also been a problem.  Toxic contamination of soil and sediments, historical 
and illegal filling of wetlands, interference with natural hydrological functions, and 
overuse are among a few of the stressors in place on habitats in the harbor. 
 
 
Accomplishments to Date: 

The Habitat Work Group (HWG) has continued in its quest to serve as a regional forum 
and catalyst for efforts focused on maintaining and restoring an ecologically healthy 
ecosystem. Specifically the HWG aims to conceive of and help guide programs that will 
restore the region’s ecosystems in such manner as to promote their biodiversity, increase 
and protect ecologically important open space, encourage sound watershed management, 
decrease erosion and pollution of the watershed, increase public access, and increase 
public awareness of the Harbor’s ecological and recreational values.  Currently, the main 
focus of HEP related to habitat is to assist with the refinement and utilization of the 
Target Ecosystem Characteristics (TECs) and the ultimate completion of the 
Comprehensive Restoration Plan (CRP).  The CRP is anticipated to be the blueprint for 
habitat restoration for the harbor.  HEP is also: working with the Corps to combine and 
refine habitat site acquisition and restoration datasets; making site information available 
on the web through OASIS; supporting the completion of the Harbor Herons 
Conservation Plan; and supporting planning for small scale habitat restoration projects 
(Rahway fish passage and Idlewilde Park wetland restoration). 
 
New Jersey recently adopted a new flood hazard area control act that establishes riparian 
habitats to protect ecologically significant habitat to enhance water quality. 
 
 
Priority Actions for Habitat: 
 

17. Habitat Preservation/Land Acquisition. 
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• Stewardship:  Utilize the HEP site list to focus preservation of an 
additional 500 acres in Jamaica Bay, Hudson River, Hackensack 
Meadowlands, Arthur Kill, western Long Island Sound and Raritan Bay 
watersheds by 2012.  Funding for current state and local acquisition 
programs should be augmented.  (Responsible entities: NJ Green Acres, 
NY Open Space  program and others)  

 
18. Initiate Pilot Scale Restorations:  
 

• Stewardship:  Use the Target Ecosystem Characteristics (TEC) approach 
to identify and initiate at least 4 small scale pilot habitat restoration 
projects by 2009.  As an outgrowth of the eelgrass TEC workshop, an 
eelgrass test planting proposal for Jamaica Bay has been submitted by 
Cornell Cooperative Extension and a permit is pending with NYSDEC.  
HEP has funded a second year of anadromous fish restoration planning at 
the Rahway River Water Supply Dam and will hopefully be ready to seek 
construction funds in 2008.  Additional possible projects could include 
oyster reef restoration demonstrations, waterbird island vegetation 
restoration, etc.  (Responsible entities:  HEP Office will work with 
restoration partners to identify projects and sites). 

 
19. Complete Harbor Herons Conservation Plan. 
 

• Science:  Harbor Herons Work Group shall complete Harbor Herons 
Conservation Plan by 2008 and set priorities for action.  (Responsible 
parties: Harbor Herons subcommittee will complete the plan by December 
2008 utilizing HEP funding to support editing of plan) 

 
20. Complete the Comprehensive Restoration Plan. 
 

• Science: Complete the Comprehensive Restoration Plan (CRP) for the 
harbor by December 2008, set priorities for restoration by 2009, and seek 
funding to complete 3 major projects by 2011 (Responsible entities: Corps 
and others.) 

 
21. Support the Interior Restoration at Liberty State Park. 
 

• Stewardship:  Working in conjunction with the ACOE, the NJDEP will 
continue its work to restore the interior of Liberty State Park (LSP).  In all, 
251 acres of LSP will be restored and new diverse habitats will be created 
including freshwater and saltwater restorations, Grassland habitats, rain 
gardens, and early successional fields.  Continue to advocate for the 
federal appropriation of funding through the Army Corp of Engineers. 
(Responsible entities: NJDEP, Corps, and others) 
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Goal 3: Improve Public Access - Ensure that all residents in the core area of the Harbor 
have a public waterfront access site within thirty minutes of their home for boating, 
fishing, swimming and/or waterfront leisure (e.g. walking, bird watching, and 
picnicking), without harming important habitat areas or compromising waterborne 
commerce. 
 
Challenge: 
 
The tremendous water quality improvements that have come since the Clean Water Act 
and other landmark environmental legislation have created the highest ambient water 
quality in memory. The emerging public awareness of this improvement has fueled a 
growing desire for more waterfront and water use.  Access to the waterfront and 
waterways is fundamental to sustaining this momentum to improve water quality.  
Increasing public understanding of all the processes–particularly the natural processes 
such as tides and floods can dramatically influence our relationship to the waterfront and 
waterways. Given the dramatically varied conditions encountered along urban waterways 
(e.g., tides, currents, marshes, habitat areas) there is a constant need for very site specific 
treatments that can address the physical conditions needs of each site, including the 
residential and the natural community that surrounds it.  As projects develop, critical 
elements such as ramps, floats, running water or utilities are cut out of the project as 
constructions estimates and costs rise.  Ultimately, concerns over liability have 
tremendous and often negative influence over waterfront design and programming, which 
has the unfortunate consequence of either reinforcing the dated perception that the water 
is neither clean nor safe.   
 
Accomplishments to Date: 
 
In 2007 the NYNJ Baykeeper and Metropolitan Waterfront Alliance completed a HEP 
sponsored Public Access Inventory that will be used as a baseline for existing public 
access points in order to quantify progress towards improving access.  There are a variety 
of efforts currently underway to help create new access points all over, as well as to tie 
the region together with continuous routes of access – both along the waterfront as well 
as on and across the water in the form of greenways and water trails. Projects such as the 
Liberty State Park to Delaware Water Gap trail are in development, as is the national East 
Coast Greenway that will connect cities along the east coast of the United States. The 
Hudson River Water Trail is a network of human-powered boat launches and waterfront 
campgrounds that line the shores of the Hudson, and the concept of water trails is gaining 
popularity region-wide.  New Jersey has been working on developing the Hudson River 
Walkway, which is a continuous public pedestrian access trail along the Hudson River 
from the George Washington Bridge to the Bayonne Bridge.  
 
 
Priority Actions for Public Access: 

 
22. Recognize and Address Challenges to Public Access.  
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• Stewardship:  Improving public access requires a balancing of land 

ownership, public safety, liability concerns, habitat protection and various 
regulatory requirements.  The Public Access Work Group will create a 
plan on how to address these issues and present it to the Management 
Committee by December 2008.  Issues to be addressed in the plan include: 
Creating equity in terms of communities and socioeconomic groups who 
have access to the waterfront within a 30 minute walk, bike or transit trip; 
improving safety in terms of waterfront design (including creating a 
network of landings), education, and training of waterfront personnel;  
dispelling myths about water quality and safety of estuary related 
recreation; influencing design of public park projects by outreach to parks 
planning, design, and operating agencies; and putting public access higher 
on the agenda of public agencies involved in waterfront development.  
Projects will be identified and implemented according to the Public 
Access work plan (Responsible entity: Public Access Work Group).  
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Goal 4 – Support an Economically and Ecologically Viable Estuary and Port - The 
Port of New York and New Jersey will be an integral and complementary part of the 
world-class NY-NJ Harbor Estuary that is environmentally sustainable, economically 
efficient, and safe for commercial and recreational navigation. 
 

 
There are three sub-goals that make up Goal 4: Sediment Quality, Sediment Quantity, 
and Navigation.   Each sub-goal is presented separately below.  

 
 

Goal 4A: Sediment Quality- Reduce sediment hot spots and point and non-point sources 
of contaminants entering the Harbor, such that levels of toxics in newly deposited 
sediments do not inhibit a healthy thriving ecosystem and can be dredged and 
beneficially reused.   
 
Challenge: 
The Harbor Estuary suffers from widespread contamination of sediments from current 
and historical sources.  Bioavailable contamination has resulted in reduced recreation, 
reduced water quality, reduced habitat quality and reduced fisheries.  Contamination of 
navigational dredged materials has resulted in multi-fold increases in dredging costs over 
the past decade.  Although very few of the Harbor Estuary sediments can be considered 
clean, there are insufficient funds to remediate the entire bottom.  Multi-jurisdictional 
complexity make identifying sediment quality remediation projects, evaluation of needed 
projects, and development of cost-effective remedial alternatives more challenging.  
Improving sediment quality faces many difficulties including: 1) A wide range of legacy 
and active pollutant sources, many of which cannot be easily identified or controlled; 2) 
incomplete understanding of physical and biological processes that transport, alter, and 
concentrate pollutants in the watershed system; 3) diffuse and fragmented regulatory 
structure that does not specifically address sediment quality; 4) lack of regulatory 
consensus on sediment quality standards; and 5) poor recognition by stakeholders of the 
connection between upper parts of the watershed and the Harbor Estuary.  New sediments 
entering the Harbor Estuary are, for the most part, originating outside of the Harbor 
proper from erosion of various parts of the watershed. While the current federal and state 
regulatory system has adopted numerous enforceable criteria and standards for water and 
biota, there are no such criteria and standards for sediments.  There are, however, a few 
benchmarks that are being used in this region to determine potential effects of 
contaminated sediments on human health and the environment.    

 
Accomplishments to Date: 
The Contaminant Assessment and Reduction Project (CARP) program was completed in 
2007 and has produced a state of the art model that identifies areas that present the 
greatest threat to different water body uses today and in the future.  The model allows for 
the determination of the impact of management scenarios on future surficial sediment 
quality in the Harbor Estuary from a dredge materials management perspective.  CARP 
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also identified and evaluated the significance or insignificances of certain sources such as 
tributaries, legacy sediments, sewage treatment plants, landfills, wastewater, CSO 
discharges and stormwater through collection of data and the creation of a modeling tool.  
The modeling tool will allow managers to evaluate different scenarios to assess their 
potential contribution to the quality of the Harbor Estuary.  Development of a Total 
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) for toxics in the Harbor Estuary is underway.  
Investigation and cleanup of major sources (Hudson River PCB site and the Lower 
Passiac River) are proceeding.  In addition, landfill and brownfield remediation programs 
in New Jersey and New York have met with success at reducing localized sources.  
EPA’s REMAP program, which includes chemical measurements and an index of 
biological integrity, has conducted three separate surveys spanning over ten years.  Data 
from this program will continue to be valuable in analyzing trends throughout the harbor.  
New Jersey and EPA have evaluated sediment decontamination technologies.  These 
technologies are being studied for application to large-scale sediment remediation 
projects.   
 
Priority Actions for Sediment Quality: 

 
23. Development of a sediment quality map of NY & NJ Harbor Estuary. 
 

• Science: In order to manage / improve sediment quality in the Harbor a 
map would need to be developed that identifies priority areas for action 
based on the effect of sediments in these areas to the overall environment.  
But before a map could be developed, criteria would need to be identified 
that could be used to set priorities for action.  In order to get this started, a 
study would have to be done on what existing criteria are out there that 
could be used for setting priorities, data needs for using those criteria and 
a survey of Harbor Estuary users, regulators and managers to identify what 
issues are important to them concerning contaminated sediments, and why 
- approx. $150,000. (Responsible entity: to be determined.) 
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Goal 4B: Sediment Quantity- Achieve a quantity of sediments entering the Harbor 
system that supports the ecological health of the estuary, including protection of shallow 
water habitats, such as oyster reefs, without excessively impairing navigational activities. 
 
Challenge: 
The quantity of sediment and how it moves throughout the Harbor Estuary system affects 
environmental quality and navigational safety.  The key to effective sediment quantity 
management is to ensure that sediment transport within the system is conducive to a 
healthy ecosystem, minimizes shoaling in navigation channels, and achieves the correct 
balance concerning input and output to the system.  Much of the sediment dredged 
annually in the Harbor Estuary is thought to originate outside of the Harbor from erosion 
of various parts of the watershed.  While the Harbor Estuary is nearly built-out, urban 
sprawl above the Harbor Estuary continues.  Conversion of agricultural and forested land 
to impervious surface creates surges of stormwater runoff that erode streambeds and 
banks, resulting in high sediment loads that can damage aquatic systems and fill channels 
in the port.  Sediment runoff rates from construction sites can be 1,000 to 2,000 times 
greater than those of forested lands. In a short period, construction activity can contribute 
more sediment to streams than would be discharged over several decades.  The issue of 
sediment quantity is not a centralized focus area within most environmental or regulatory 
agencies. The challenges in trying to establish the connection between the upper parts of 
the watershed and the Harbor Estuary to meaningfully manage sediment quantity in this 
RSM plan include: 1) Size and diverse uses of the watershed; 2) diffuse nature of the 
program, involving many agencies and local planning groups and municipalities; 3) lack 
of regulatory controls over issues that have been historically considered local, and subject 
to "home rule"; 4) multitude of activities that would be applicable (individual 
construction projects, farming, large developments, road work, etc).  The foundation for 
understanding and managing sediment quantity is to develop an overall sediment budget 
for the NY & NJ Harbor Estuary core area; this will complement the efforts that are 
underway with the CARP sediment transport modeling.  
 
Accomplishments to Date: 
Key habitats are being mapped throughout the watershed, including shorelines, tidal and 
freshwater wetlands, aquatic vegetation, and river bottom.  Detailed mapping of New 
York tidal wetlands greater than 0.5 acres in size along the Hudson River south of the 
Troy Dam has been completed and is being analyzed to see changes over time.   New 
York and New Jersey have stormwater management regulations that require BMPs to 
reduce sediment discharges from construction and have initiated educational and 
technical assistance programs to promote compliance and educate local governments, 
developers, contractors and designers on design practices that can reduce and improve the 
quality of stormwater discharges.  The NJDEP and the NYSDEC (especially the Hudson 
River Estuary Program (HREP)) have partnered with county and local governments to 
adapt strategies protective of water quality, such as riparian and wetland buffers, 
comprehensive planning and stormwater ordinances.  In the DMMP, the Corps has 
evaluated reducing dredging needs through engineering approaches to keep sediment out 
of or moving past maritime facilities.  The HREP has conducted extensive outreach to 
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improve public understanding of the interconnection of Hudson Valley streams to the 
Harbor Estuary and has assisted in establishing and supporting watershed conservation 
groups and programs on the Hudson River.   
 
Priority Actions for Sediment Quantity: 
 

24. Re-establishment of former USGS river data stations in the Hudson River 
and Tributaries. 

 
• Science:  Many of the river data stations managed by the USGS were 

either shut down or taken over by the NY State DEC.  River and tributary 
data will be essential in order to model sediment transport and sediment 
budgets.  Annual funding to continue to operate these river stations is 
necessary - approx. $120,000 per year.  (Responsible entities: USGS, NYS, 
others). 

 
25. NY & NJ Harbor Sediment Transport / Sediment Budget model. 
 

• Science:  In order to begin to manage sediment quantity and sediment 
quality issues, a greater understanding of the movement of sediment into 
and out of the Harbor system is needed, and the mechanisms that drive 
those movements.  The first step would be to evaluate the existing results 
of the CARP Model and determine the need for additional data and 
modeling activities. (Responsible entity and costs: to be determined.) 
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Goal 4C: Navigation- Navigation related projects in the Harbor are designed and 
implemented in an environmentally beneficial manner. 
 
Challenge: 
 
Sediment that accumulates in navigation channels is a renewable resource that can 
replace non-renewable resources in a wide variety of applications. However, the dredging 
of sediments from channels can adversely affect water quality and aquatic communities 
by increasing the turbidity, and by spreading and increasing the bioavailability of 
contaminants.  Dredging also can alter or destroy aquatic habitat, remove benthic 
invertebrates that fish and wildlife feed upon, and interrupt spawning and other activities 
critical to the fish life cycles.  Nevertheless dredging is often necessary to maintain 
commercial navigation and is often a preferred means of addressing contaminated 
sediments because it permanently removes those sediments from the impacted ecosystem.  
It is also important to consider the short- and long-term impacts and benefits of a 
dredging project from an environmental, economic and navigational perspective.  
 
Dredging and dredged material management is the aspect of sediment management with 
the greatest visibility and economic impact to the Harbor Estuary.  Proper construction 
practices must be used so as not to compound dredging impacts or result in unintended 
effects such as the release of contaminants in transit to the processing site.  Protective 
Best Management Practices (BMPs) to reduce turbidity, the dispersal of sediment-bound 
contaminants have proven effective over the years in addressing these issues.  The States 
of New York and New Jersey have implemented consistent BMP conditions in permits 
issued for dredging projects in the NY/NJ Harbor, and both states are working toward a 
consistent set of standards for the management of dredged material at beneficial use sites 
within the Region.  
 
The States and federal government must articulate clear policies and define priorities for 
beneficial use of dredged material.  With improved coordination between operations and 
availability of sites for beneficial use, Brownfield/landfill remediation can benefit harbor 
maintenance by providing demand and placement sites for dredged material.  In addition, 
a Public Processing Facility (PPF) to centralize processing of dredged material could 
reduce dredged material disposal costs, enhance options for beneficial use, and provide 
more predictability to meet the dredged material processing needs in the Harbor Estuary.   
 
Accomplishments to Date: 
The State of New Jersey has taken numerous steps to facilitate the beneficial use of 
dredged material.  Legally, not only has dredged material been explicitly exempted from 
solid waste regulation but processed dredged material is specifically encouraged for use 
as a fill and capping material under the "Brownfield’s Law" (PL 1997, Chapter 278, 
C.58:10B-1 et seq).  The NJ Department of Environmental Protection carefully regulates 
dredging and dredged material management through its Office of Dredging and Sediment 
Technology (ODST).  The ODST connects dredging proponents and those wishing to 
process or utilize dredged materials.  The Department of Transportation Office of 
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Maritime Resources (OMR) provides policy and planning assistance. 
 
Priority Actions for Navigation: 
 

26. Development of a Regional Beneficial Use Plan for dredged material from 
the NY & NJ Harbor Estuary.   

 
• Science:  The Regional Sediment Management workgroup agrees that 

beneficial use of dredged material generated from navigation projects in 
the Harbor Estuary should be encouraged whenever possible, and a plan 
should be developed towards that goal. However, definition of "beneficial 
use" is the controversial part.  In order to get this started, an evaluation 
would need to be done of possible beneficial uses of dredged material for 
the Harbor Estuary, linked up with potential sources and quality of 
dredged material, for review and consensus among interested parties - 
approx. $100,000.  (Responsible entity: to be determined.) 

 
27. State Sediment Management Advocates - In both New York and New Jersey 

an advocate is essential for implementing the RSMP. 
 

• Stewardship: In the past programs to manage dredging and the disposal 
of dredged material in both New Jersey and New York only succeeded 
when there was a high level advocate with and understanding of state 
programs, priorities, activities and constraints ensuring all parties were 
working towards common objectives. Without the focused efforts of such 
advocates, the shift to regional management will not be realized.  
(Responsible entity: States of NY and  NJ ) 
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Goal 5: Public Education and Community Involvement: Promote an informed and 
educated constituency involved in decisions affecting the ecological health of the Harbor 
and its living resources. 
 
Challenge: 
There are many competing social, economic, and environmental issues facing the Harbor 
region.  Scores of community and regional groups are interested in estuary issues, but 
unfortunately, they are only able to reach a relatively small portion of the population.  
Awareness and appreciation of the estuarine ecosystem that entwines the area does not 
appear to be a high priority for many people.  It is widely recognized that if people are 
aware of environmental issues and understand the importance of them, they will be more 
likely to find a way to participate.  Therefore, it is one of the charges to the participants in 
HEP to do their best to enlighten the local residents through whatever means are feasible. 
 
Accomplishments to Date: 
In recent years, HEP has allocated a considerable portion of its budget to supporting 
community groups engaged in estuary-related activities through small grant programs.  
These grants have supported such activities as providing free kayak opportunities for the 
public, hosting waterfront events, shoreline clean-ups, teacher enrichment programs, etc.  
To reach a more academic and management-oriented group, HEP worked with the 
Hudson River Foundation to produce a State of the Estuary report in 2004 and plans to 
produce an updated version in 2009.  This report provides a scientific assessment of the 
status and trends of a number of environmental indicators.  HEP is also expecting to 
release the first annual harbor-wide water quality report shortly.  All reports, proceedings, 
and other materials developed through HEP are made publicly available on the website 
www.harborestuary.org.  In addition, the HEP Program Office arranges for annual 
congressional staff briefings to keep legislators informed about estuary issues and what 
the program is doing. 
 
New Jersey implemented a Statewide Stormwater/Nonpoint Source Education program 
called "Clean Water NJ" which uses mass media to educate residents on the impacts of 
stormwater/nonpoint source pollution. Further information is available on the website, 
www.cleanwaternj.org.   
 
 
Priority Actions for Public Education and Community Involvement: 
 

28. Keep Elected Officials Informed. 
 

• Stewardship:  Keep elected officials within the core Harbor watershed 
informed of estuary issues and engage them as appropriate.  HEP currently 
publishes a newsletter highlighting these issues that is mailed to over 
1,800 individuals and organizations, including all elected officials.  
(Responsible entity: The Policy Committee charged the Management 
Committee to work with the Citizens Advisory Committee to develop a 
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communications strategy for keeping elected officials informed.  In the 
interim, individuals and advocacy groups can also provide information to 
elected officials). 

 
29. Provide Environmental Status Reports. 
 

• Science:  HEP will produce and make available a State of the Estuary 
report every five years, with next edition due in 2009 and water quality 
monitoring reports every year. (Responsible entity:  The HEP Office will 
work with others to produce both of these reports.) 

 
30. Enhance Estuary Education and Stewardship. 
 

• Stewardship:  Provide small grants to an increasing number of non-profit 
groups and academic institutions to carry out projects that enhance estuary 
education and demonstrate stewardship of the estuary.   (Responsible 
entities: HEP Office and partners.  HEP Office can provide some funding, 
but funds from other partners would be desirable). 
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Regulatory Actions 
 
The New York-New Jersey Harbor Estuary Program does not wield any specific 
regulatory authority.  Rather, the program relies on the enthusiasm, wisdom, will, 
resources and authorities of all its participating partners to envision, refine and implement 
activities to improve the health of the estuary.  That being said, regulatory programs can 
and do play a key role improving water quality, which is an integral part of HEP’s 
Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan.   
 
Total Maximum Daily Loads, or TMDLs, are one example of such a regulatory program.  
TMDLs are part of the federal Clean Water Act regulatory program utilized by the states 
and EPA to improve water quality.  TMDLs are anticipated to play a significant role in 
any future pollution load reductions in the harbor.  While the establishing of TMDLs is a 
state/federal responsibility, the overall HEP community has been invited to participate in 
the related water quality assessment effort through the technical work groups.  HEP 
facilitates and supports research, mathematical modeling, and assessment that will inform 
any regulatory actions taken by the states and EPA.  The states and EPA will coordinate 
the development, submittal and implementation of TMDLs in accordance with the 
appropriate regulatory framework. 
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	The Habitat Work Group (HWG) has continued in its quest to serve as a regional forum and catalyst for efforts focused on maintaining and restoring an ecologically healthy ecosystem. Specifically the HWG aims to conceive of and help guide programs that will restore the region’s ecosystems in such manner as to promote their biodiversity, increase and protect ecologically important open space, encourage sound watershed management, decrease erosion and pollution of the watershed, increase public access, and increase public awareness of the Harbor’s ecological and recreational values.  Currently, the main focus of HEP related to habitat is to assist with the refinement and utilization of the Target Ecosystem Characteristics (TECs) and the ultimate completion of the Comprehensive Restoration Plan (CRP).  The CRP is anticipated to be the blueprint for habitat restoration for the harbor.  HEP is also: working with the Corps to combine and refine habitat site acquisition and restoration datasets; making site information available on the web through OASIS; supporting the completion of the Harbor Herons Conservation Plan; and supporting planning for small scale habitat restoration projects (Rahway fish passage and Idlewilde Park wetland restoration).
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